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Overview & Scrutiny Committee

1.0
Background

1.1
Members received reports DS.21/07 on the progress of the Carlisle District Local Plan as part of the review of that plan under transitional arrangements brought about by the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.

1.2
This report supplements that report and sets out the recommended final position with regard to policies as officers approach the Inquiry.  The Public Local Inquiry is set to commence on the 3rd July 2007.  Some representations will be dealt with by written representation and others by appearance at the Inquiry.  

1.4
This report consolidates all the representations by policy and is referenced with the Redeposit (or Revised redeposit – both the same) numbering.  Members will need to have a copy of the Local Plan available when considering the detail of this report.

1.5
The appendix to this report contains the policies listed below.  For each policy a summary of the representation is provided. Officers have then provided a short summary of their response in the reasoning and comments section.  This is followed be a recommendation in relation to each representation.  Withdrawn representations are usually conditional on some change to the plan so in order to provide a comprehensive picture they have been included.  Withdrawn representations have a “w” after them.

2.0
Policies included within the appendix to this report

2.1
This is the first of two reports and includes only a selection of policies from the Local Plan.  Several policies are connected to the Carlisle Renaissance proposals and will be reported to the next committee.  The Carlisle Renaissance work has implications for retail, housing and employment policies and therefore these will be reported to members together to ensure consistency.

Report to the








          DS.34/07

Overview & Scrutiny Committee

2.2
The following policies are appended to this report:

Chp 1
Chp 2
DP1
DP2
DP6
DP7
Chp 3
CP1
CP3
CP4

CP5
CP9
CP10
CP11
CP12
CP13
CP14
CP15
Chp 4
EC1

EC3
EC4
EC5
EC11
EC16
EC17
EC18
EC19
EC20
Chp 5

H1
H2
H4
H5
H6
H7
H8
H10
H12
H13

H14
H16
Chp6
LE1
LE2
LE5
LE6
LE7
LE9
LE11

LE12
LE13
LE14
LE15
LE16
LE16
LE17
LE18
LE19
LE20

LE21
LE22
LE23
LE26
LE27
LE28
LE30
LE31
Chp 7
T1

T4
T5
LC9
LC10
LC11
LC13
LC14
LC16
IM1
IM2

Gloss










3.0
Key Issues

3.1
Whilst Members will have to be familiar with the responses to all representations there are certain aspects which officer consider are worthy of attention.  The key issues from this report are:

Policy DP1 sets the overall spatial context

Policy DP2 – Regeneration, links to Carlisle Renaissance and in particular the Rickergate area

Policy CP1 – is to be subdivided for landscape character and biodiversity

Policy H1 covers settlement boundaries

Policy LC9 and T5 concern the freight avoidance line and a number of initiatives

Policy LE2 is to be deleted

Policies LE13-22 have been objected to on mass

Policies H16 and EC20 cover the land allocations

4.0
Recommendation

4.1
Members views on the policies are requested in order to inform Executive of the responses to representations on the Local Plan.


APPENDIX

REPRESENTATIONS ON LOCAL PLAN

BY POLICY


Chapter 1 – General Comments

Objections 5042, 5010, 5077, 5657 (3)


Supports (0) 
Withdrawn (0)
Summary of Objections

1. Would like issues relating directly to Brampton to be drafted as an appendix to the Local Plan. 5042
2. Under heading Planning Context expected reference to the North Pennines AONB Management Plan (and that for the Solway Coast). 5010
3. As Carlisle's Local Plan Boundary is shared with the Northumberland National Park, reference should be made in the Core Development Policies to that effect and that any development should not detract from the special qualities of the National Park.5077
4. Paragraphs 1.8 and 1.9 provide the context for this planning document. The paragraphs make no reference to the deprivation, low car ownership and significantly raised rates of premature mortality in parts of Carlisle. I believe these factors should be included as background to this local plan. 5657
Reasoning and Comment

Agree that reference should be made particularly after paragraph 2.13 where other strategies are being referred.  This will however only act as a brief mention to the management plan covering many topics as the main reference is within the AONB policy.  This is in order to minimise duplication within the plan.  5010
It is considered that an appendix to the Local Plan is not appropriate as consistency would require a separate document for Longtown and other Local Service centres.  This would duplicate much of the local plan which should be avoided.  Adopting Parish Plans per se is difficult as they cover many non-planning related issues however the Council will consider the implementation of findings wherever possible.  5042
It is agreed that reference should be made to the Northumberland National Park at the outset of the plan as part of its geographical context.  5077
It is recognised that the reference to the 2001 census is brief within the plan.  The data resulting from a census is extensive and if greater references were included this would considerably extend the introductory section of the plan.  Whilst it is recognised that the information is important in developing strategies and actions for planning it is not essential to reproduce data within the plan.  5657
Recommendation

Insert new paragraph following paragraph 2.13 to read:  

“The Council has played an important role in developing in Partnership the Management Plans for both Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The statutory management plans set out a number of issues and actions to be achieved in order to maintain or improve the high quality landscape within and surrounding the district. These do not only cover land use issues but other issues affecting the way people live, work in and enjoy the AONB.” 5010

No change with regard to this representation 5042
Add the end of paragraph 1.8  “in addition the Northumberland National Park borders the district to the north east.”  5077
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  5657

Chapter 2 – 

To follow


POLICY DP01a Sustainable Development Locations - General

(see also H01)

Objections  5171, 5229, 5240, 5363, 5430, 5693, 5770, 7114, 7220, 5240, 7219, 5364, 5563, 8115
(16)

Supports 5228, 5239, 5255, 5362, 7068, 7076, 7124, 7158, 7179
(9 )

Summary of Objections

1. It would be useful to append the methodology and supporting data relating to the selection of the settlements for clarity. 5171
2. Would like to see 'urban plans' especially relating to Caldewgate. 5195

3. The approach taken by Carlisle City Council is wholly incorrect in this regard, and FLD would recommend that Policy CP1 be completely amended to properly reflect Government advice and the Policies in RPG13. 5363
4. It is considered that the Plan fails to set out a suitable sequential approach to the consideration of development proposals in accordance with policy advice at national and regional level (especially RPG Policy DP1, but also, Policies EC1, EC3, EC4, EC8 and UR7). Amend Policy CP1 to include a clear statement of how the Plan provides for the sequential approach to development, including development adjoining settlement boundaries, ‘brown field’ land and the re-use of existing buildings. 5430
5. While supporting the aims of the Policy, the Council has to be satisfied that the locations chosen are sustainable, particularly in relation to flood risk, sewerage infrastructure and sewage treatment.  Recommend that case study locations are re-visited in line with the advice contained in ‘Meeting the Sequential Flood Risk Test’, and with reference to the most recent Flood Zone Maps. 5693
6. Inset maps to indicate designated land uses. 5770
7. "development will be assessed against a sequential approach for the need to be in the location specified" is confusing.  Proposed policy goes further that PPS6 & is unjustified. 7114
8. Term "Local Service Centres" being used for some settlements.  JSP uses term settlement. Replace "Local Service Centre" with "Settlement". Delete Para 2.25 & 2.26, Insert new para - wording given. 7220
9. Proposed re-wording of the para which reflects the contents of the 'Cumbria and Lake District Joint Structure Plan 2001 - 2016 Proposed Changes' - wording given. 5240
10. Windfall sites not in line with historical data and oversupply of PP against previous targets. Delete final sentence. 7219
11. FLD considers that this Paragraph is not correct, and fails to reflect or interpret Central Government guidance contained in PPG3 (March 2000). In responding to this Paragraph, FLD would therefore refer specifically to paragraphs 1-17; 21-27; 28-31; 32-34; 37-39; 57-58, and 69-71 in PPG3 (March 2000), as being relevant to the methodology to be employed by Carlisle City Council in allocating new housing sites and to determining windfalls. Suggested quantitative & qualitative assessment factors given. 5364
12. It is suggested that a broader interpretation of a sequential test be included, as outlines in PPG3 para 32. 5563
13. Proposed re-wording of the para which reflects the contents of the 'Cumbria and Lake District Joint Structure Plan 2001 - 2016 Proposed Changes' - wording given. 5229
14. Wants further expansion of the principles of effective flood risk management into the Policy. 8115
Summary of Supports

15. Recognises the important role of the urban area of Carlisle as a sub-regional centre. 5228, 5239,

16. Support for Council's recognition of the need for a strong regenerative theme to the plan & its support for economic regeneration & the benefits it can bring is welcomed. 5255

17. Part support 5362

18. Sequential approach & new form of wording is supported. 7068

19. Amendments clarifying the sequential approach & new form of wording supported. 7076  

20. Amended Text satisfactorily addresses Objection 5430 deposit draft. 7124

21. Support sequential approach to locating development. 7158

22. Support 7179

Reasoning and Comment
Acknowledge that the settlements listed are Local Service Centres.  Their selection is based on the level of services within each of those centres with a minimum level of service as outlined in paragraph 2.25.  A list can be appended to the plan to list the level of service in each if this is considered to add further weight to the policy.  Whilst it is useful to have that level of information in formulating the policy and can be a supporting technical paper, once the policy is adopted there would be no change unless circumstances changed and the policy needed reviewing when a further examination of level of service would be undertaken.  Proposals for development would be considered against the status of the settlement in the plan and not a reassessment of that level every time an application is made.  5171
Acknowledge that a more explicit reference should be made to the sequential approach and reference to the planned urban extension in order to establish the spatial strategy.  5229, 5240
Disagree that this policy is not in accord with RPG13 and Government policy.  Acknowledge that the expression of DP1 is not explicit in its reference to sequential approach and the basis for the selection of local service centres.  Neither has the basis for selection of the settlement boundaries and their role been clearly defined.  Agree to include reference to sequential approach and PPS guidance (as responded to 5229) and see responses to 5171.  Do not agree than landscape character should be prominent throughout the report.  There is a specific policy on landscape character and this is sufficient as the plan is to be read as a whole without the need for cross-referencing.  5363
Paragraphs 69-71 of PPG3 related to significant levels of development.  There are no significant allocations except for Key Service Centres of Brampton and Longtown where allocations are made.  Otherwise the plan has a restrictive background on new housing in the rural area, this is despite a large need being identified in the recent housing market needs assessment.  The two will have to be reconciled although this is not feasible with a limited housing supply.  PPS3 has been replaced and these references have been changed.  PPS3 recognises the need to provide housing in Local Service centres and villages in order to meet their needs including distribution of growth.  5364
Agree that there is a lack of reference to the sequential approach and this has been amended in the redeposit version of the plan in line with recommendation to representation 5229.  Also recognise that there is no reference made to settlement boundaries or their role which needs to be explained in the plan.  These changes should clarify the policy.  (Following publication of the Redeposit Draft, the changes have now been supported).  5430
It is agreed that the sequential approach needs to be made explicit with reference to this policy.  5563
Agrees that the policy needs greater reference of flood risk as this is a fundamental issue affecting the spatial strategy of the plan. Since the deposit plan was prepared a SFRA has been produced and elements are being incorporated into the plan wherever possible.  There are detailed policies on flood risk, sewerage infrastructure and sewage treatment and this should be dealt with separately.  The plan is to be read as a whole and doesn’t need unnecessary duplication or cross-referencing.  5693
This is a statement of fact about the proposals map as a comment and does not require a response.  5770
Agree that for the need to be in the location specified may go further than PPS6.  The intention is to be clear that there is an urban emphasis in the plan and some larger development proposals in Key Service Centres may be more appropriate in the urban area, similarly between Local Service Centres and Key Service Centres.  The second sentence is clear about those proposals which relate to PPS6 and the reference to be used.  The first sentence of this paragraph is aimed at the more strategic location between the different centres to ensure overall sustainability is considered.  7114

The objector appears to ignore the more sustainable development strategy being promoted in this pan and relies on the adopted plan as the basis for objection.  This plan limits the development locations within the rural area and this has been taking effect over the last couple of years.  This has resulted in permissions in the rural area being in accordance with the Structure Plan at below 65 during 2006/7, before the Local Plan is fully adopted.  This illustrates the commitment to a more sustainable strategy.  7219
Local Service Centres is a term used within Regional Spatial Strategy and the plan is recognising how this translates to the district.  The objector makes a generalised statement about rural housing stating that residential development should not be focussed on these locations, but states that new development will be limited to the named locations.  This is inconsistent.  The Local Plan does not allocate new sites for development in local service centres, although if facilities were in need to additional housing to support them this would not be inconsistent with PPS3 guidance.  The plan strategy is dominated by Carlisle and limits rural development however it has to recognise the needs of rural areas, which includes housing. Focus for development is on the key service centres, which have better facilities and can serve a localised catchment.  The paragraphs in the plan are very relevant and offer clarity, disagree that these should be deleted.  7220
It is agreed that given the nature of flood risk directly impacting on Local Service Centres as well as the sequential approach for some land for development, reference should be made to flood risk management although other policies cover development on flood plains in more detail.  8115
Recommendation

Amend policy to delete “villages” and replace with “Local Service Centres”.  Add to paragraph 2.25 after local services; “these are referred to as Local Service Centres.”  5171
Amend paragraph 2.23 to read “Proposals for development will be assessed against a sequential approach in accordance with PPG/PPS guidance.  The approach concentrates development on the city centre as the prime location, followed by edge of centre and the remainder of the urban area.  Where large scale development is not feasible within the first two sequential areas, a sustainable urban extension will be considered in order to provide a more efficient use of land and infrastructure resources.”  5229, 5240
See recommendations above for 5229 and 5171 and 5430.  No additional changes to policy for this representation.  5363
No changes to this policy to meet this representation.  5364

See also recommendation 5229.  Insert additional paragraph to read:

“Settlement boundaries have been defined on the Inset Maps for each of the above locations.  The settlement boundaries have been tightly drawn to limit development and reflect the extent of existing development.  They are not intended to reflect the extent of existing land ownership or garden boundaries and do not restrict permitted development rights where ownership crosses the boundary.”  5430
See response to 5229 with regard to sequential approach in connection to this policy. 5563
Recommendation not applicable  5770
No change to the plan to meet this representation.  7114
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  7219
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  7220
Insert a new paragraph after 2.23 to read:

“The sequential approach to development and the list of service centres referred to in this policy must take into account a number of environmental issues relevant to the plan area.  The high quality environment of the district affects development potential no greater realisation of this occurred during the review of this plan when local rivers flooded parts of Carlisle and the surrounding rural area.  Many brownfield sites within the City are sequentially closer to the centre but are within flood zone 3 of PPS25.  This also applies to the rural area where in particular Low Crosby has been omitted from the Local Service Centres in this plan due to flood risk.  Development proposals must take account of effective flood management.” 5693, 8115

POLICY DP01b Sustainable Development Locations (Urban Boundary)

Objections 5475, 5569, 7137, 7157 (5 No)


Supports (0 No) 
Withdrawn (0 No)
Summary of objections

1. Due to the effects of the Northern Development Route the Urban Settlement boundary should be altered as per map enclosed. 5475
2. Classification of Cargo as Urban. Meeting to clarify and explain. 5569
3. urban settlement boundary at Whiteclosegate to include identified site. 7137
4. Opposed land at Morton being within the urban settlement boundary. Modified explanatory paragraph 2.23 is unclear and additional text does not give precedence to the use of previously developed land in advance of g/f sites. Settlement Boundary to be redrawn. Additional text to be removed or reworded. 7157
Reasoning and Comment

It is recognised that the Carlisle Northern Development Route will have a impact on the land around but it is not regarded as the development boundary for the City for any of its route.  Part of the route goes through the regional Investment Site and other parts go across the rural area outwith the urban boundary.  That is the case in this instance and it is not intended that the additional land is developed.  Urban fringe areas exist around several parts of the City and this area is no different for that concept.  There is no automatic need to develop additional greenfield land up to this road line.  5475
The designation of Cargo former MU site as urban was based on the previous Local Plan Inspector’s report which considered that the allocation would assist in meeting the needs of the urban area.  Cargo village has not been classed as urban.  Recognise that local needs can also be met in this location but the scale of development is an anomaly adjacent to a small village when Rockcliffe is the Local Service Centre.  5569
Disagree that land at whiteclosegate should be included within the urban area boundary.  The road junction at the corner of the Houghton and Brampton old road is a strong boundary for the edge of the urban area.  To the south of this are a few residential properties with just their curtilage included as the continuous built form.  The site relates also to the housing on Houghton Road and extending the boundary in this location would put greater pressure on the land adjacent for further extensions into greenfield and this is not appropriate as it would encourage the coalescence of Carlisle with Houghton.  7137
Disagree that reference to Morton and the urban extension should be deleted.  Not all the city’s development needs can be met within the limits of the existing urban area.  Whilst many brownfield sites are being brought forward there is still a greater need for housing which puts pressure on greenfield.  PPG3 recognised that if development was to occur outside existing development limits, this should be undertaken in a sustainable manner.  Putting a large extension together to cover residential, employment, retail and open space provision covers the sustainability issues raised by the extension.  This provides additional choice for those seeking housing, a location for employment in the west where existing sites are being redeveloped and a supermarket to limit cross city journeys.  All three satisfy the aims and intentions of planning guidance as part of the overall plan strategy.  7157
Recommendation
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  5475
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  5569
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  7137
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  7157

POLICY DP01c Sustainable Development Locations (Key Service Centres)

Objections  5187, 5594, 7042 ( 4)

Supports  0 (0) 


Summary of Objections

1. Would like land at the top of Howgate Head on the west side of Windyhaugh, i.e. Randonhill (Electra and part field No 2947 Station Road Brampton, to be included within the settlement boundary and allocated for housing or horticultural use with onsite accommodation. 5187
2. Link to Objections 5592 & 5594. Settlement boundary of Brampton is too restrictive and that it ought to be enlarged to encompass all/part land as identified on attached map and be allocated for housing. 5594
Summary of Supports

1. The Agency welcomes this key policy, which has a positive approach to development in rural areas.  It is appropriate that as well as focusing on the key service centres of Brampton and Longtown, development should be acceptable in villages where there is a need and it can be accommodated sustainable. 5276

Reasoning and Comment

The extension of the settlement boundary promoted would include land within the urban fringe and Landscape of County Importance where development is being resisted.  It is recognised that the settlement boundary at this point does go as far as the by-pass but it is not intended that this forms the development limit for Brampton as it includes a large area of Landscape of County Importance.  The objector refers to the similar position of Capon tree Road.  That area had a specific policy in the adopted Local Plan but this has not been carried through the review as due to landscape and trees this limits the density resulting in inefficient use of land.  It is not considered appropriate to extend the boundary in this area. 5187
It is acknowledged that in the Deposit version of the plan no new sites were allocated for residential development in Brampton.  Following representations the former Highway Depot brownfield site was allocated to remove a bad neighbour use and redevelop the site.  A number of sites have recently been developed in Brampton with a large number of new houses during the plan period.  It is considered that as a key service centre there has been sufficient focus for Brampton’s housing needs and additional greenfield sites do not need to be allocated in this plan.  5594

Recommendation

No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  5187
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation. 5594

POLICY DP01d – Sustainable Development Locations (Castle Carrock)

Objections 5597 (1 No)


Supports (0 No) 
Withdrawn (0 No)
Summary of Objections

1. Link to objection 5598. Settlement boundary at Castle Carrock does not include curtilage as identified on attached map. Settlement boundary amended. 5597
Reasoning and Comment

Since this site was proposed as an extension to the settlement boundary the former small garage has been redeveloped as a permanent domestic garage for Castle Gate Cottage.  The remainder of the site has taken on the appearance of domestic curtilage and clearly emphasises the physical limits of the site.  Castle Gate Cottage is a relatively new dwelling granted on the basis that the beck forms a strong physical boundary for the village.  Whilst the track forms a strong boundary the change in character of the proposed site changes its setting and it has a stronger visual relationship with the village.  It is considered that the site should be included within the settlement boundary. 5597
Recommendation

Amend settlement boundary to include land opposite Castle Gate Cottage.  5597

POLICY DP01e Sustainable Development Locations (Cummersdale)

Objections 5487 (1 No)


Supports (0 No) 
Withdrawn ( 0 No)
Summary of Objections

1. Changes to Cummersdale settlement boundary to accommodate any proposals which might emerge from the Parish Plan. 5487
Reasoning and Comment

The results of a parish plan have not yet been advised to the Council so it is not certain that these proposals have the backing of the parish nevertheless the plan currently shows a restrictive settlement boundary.  It has been agreed elsewhere in representations that the amenity space and school playing fields should be so protected under the relevant policies.  Number 4 on the plan is for community use.  Whilst the proposals are not definite, should this come through the parish plan, the Council would treat any application on its merits. Where community uses are proposed with the support of the parish, the Council would look favourably on such applications provided that they do not conflict with detailed policies on nature conservation, flooding, etc.  The fact that the site is adjacent to the settlement boundary would be considered an appropriate location.  Numbers 2,5 and 6 all relate to housing development.  The plan is set in a restrictive context for housing supply in the rural area limiting the scope for allocations for new housing.  Detailed needs assessments have not been identified for this local service centre over others listed in the plan.  Without this evidence to support these allocations it is not appropriate to extend the boundary in Cummersdale.  If affordability is an issue development of these sites may be assisted through the exceptions policy.  No additional changes to the boundary are considered appropriate at this time.  5487
Recommendation

No changes to the plan with regard to this representation other than those dealt with under other policies in the plan.  5487

POLICY DP01f Sustainable Development Locations (Cumwhinton, Scotby & Wetheral)

Objections 5584, 7087, 7138, 5609, 5625, 7136, 5599 (7 No)


Supports (0 No) 
Withdrawn (0 No)
Summary of Objections

1. Link to objection 5583. Settlement boundaries are too restrictive and further land should be allocated for residential development.  Suggested change to settlement boundary suggested on attached map. 5584
2. Redefine the eastern settlement boundary of Cumwhinton (no map provided) 7087 
3. Settlement boundary at Cumwhinton to include identified site. 7138
4. Link to Objection 5610. Settlement boundary for Scotby is too restrictive. Amend the boundary to include land identified on enclosed Map and allocate for residential. 5609
5. Link to Objection 5624. Settlement boundary at Scotby is too restrictive. Amend boundary to include land as identified on enclosed map and be allocated for housing (2 sites). 5625
6. Settlement Boundary at Wetheral to be amended to include identified site. 7136 

7. Link to Objection 5600. Settlement boundary of Wetheral is too restrictive. Amend the boundary to include all/part of the land identified on enclosed map (2 sites). 5599
Reasoning and Comment

It is recognised that the plan has restrictive settlement boundaries for each of the local service centres where only a limited number of dwellings would be permissible.  This is set in the overall context of the Structure Plan with only a limited number of permissions remaining during the plan period.  Allocating sites within the Local Service Centres (and nearly all have a representation at the Inquiry combined with high affordability issues in the rural area) would create an oversupply of housing against RPG and Structure Plan limitations.  Disagree that this land should be allocated.  5584
Disagree that boundaries from the 1970s should be reinstated for Cumwhinton.  The planning context has changed significantly from the 1970s and a more sustainable pan is being developed.  The settlement boundaries are drawn tightly to reflect the existing housing supply position and to prevent extensions into greenfields.  It is not appropriate to extend the boundaries in Local Service centres to accommodate greenfield development in this restrictive context.  7087
It is recognised that the plan has restrictive settlement boundaries for each of the local service centres where only a limited number of dwellings would be permissible.  This is set in the overall context of the Structure Plan with only a limited number of permissions remaining during the plan period.  Allocating sites within the Local Service Centres would create an oversupply of housing against RPG and Structure Plan limitations.  7138
It is recognised that the plan has restrictive settlement boundaries for each of the local service centres where only a limited number of dwellings would be permissible.  This is set in the overall context of the Structure Plan with only a limited number of permissions remaining during the plan period.  Allocating sites within the Local Service Centres (and nearly all have a representation at the Inquiry combined with high affordability issues in the rural area) would create an oversupply of housing against RPG and Structure Plan limitations.  In addition, it is recognised that the proposed residential development is to fit in with the existing character of this part of Scotby, and protect existing trees.  Whilst this conforms with other policies of the plan and are laudable aims, it would promote a lower density of development, not entirely inconsistent with PPS3 but nevertheless an inefficient use of land.  Disagree that this land should be allocated.  5609
Partially agree with the objector.  Both sites have potential for infill plots along Broomfallen Road.  The most northerly site is well contained with a natural boundary to limit development.  The most southerly is related to the farm and provides access to a larger field.  It is inappropriate to develop at the edge of a larger field which may cause access problems as well as raise questions as to the extent of development as there is no natural boundaries within the field.  5625
This is a large extension to the settlement boundary which accommodate a significant amount of housing in a restricted housing supply context.  Do not consider it appropriate to extend the settlement boundary to accommodate this site.  Allocations in Local Service Centres have been avoided and only provided in Key Service Centres due to the overall restrictive position with regard to housing in RPG and the Structure Plan.  Allocating this site may prejudice needed development elsewhere in the rural area.  7136
It is recognised that the plan has restrictive settlement boundaries for each of the local service centres where only a limited number of dwellings would be permissible.  This is set in the overall context of the Structure Plan with only a limited number of permissions remaining during the plan period.  Allocating sites within the Local Service Centres (and nearly all have a representation at the Inquiry combined with high affordability issues in the rural area) would create an oversupply of housing against RPG and Structure Plan limitations.  Disagree that this land should be allocated. 5599
Recommendation

No changes to the plan with regard to this representation  5584
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation 7087
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation  7138
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  5609
Amend boundary (Scotby Inset) to include only the objector’s northern site.  5625
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation 7136
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation  5599

POLICY DP01g Sustainable Development Locations (Dalston)

Objections 5605, 5608, 7062, 7063, 7064, 7065, 7066, 7067, 7135 (9 No)
Supports (0 No) 
Withdrawn (0 No)
Summary of Objections

1. Link to Objection 5606. Curtilage to No 28 & 28 The Square Dalston is not included in the settlement boundary. Amend boundary as detailed in enclosed map. 5605
2. Link to Objection 5607. Settlement boundary  for Dalston is too restrictive. Amend boundary to include all/part land identified on enclosed map and be allocated for housing. 5608
3. Objects to the proposed change to the Dalston Settlement Boundary 7062
4. Objects to the proposed change to the Dalston Settlement Boundary. 7063
5. Objects to the proposed change to the Dalston Settlement Boundary. 7064
6. Objects to the proposed change to the Dalston Settlement Boundary. 7065
7. Objects to the proposed change to the Dalston Settlement Boundary. 7066
8. Objects to the proposed change to the Dalston Settlement Boundary. 7067
9. Mill and grounds at Dalston to be included within settlement boundary. 7135
Summary of Supports

Reasoning and Comment

The land proposed for inclusion within the settlement boundary is associated with existing properties in the core of the village close to all local facilities.  The settlement boundary is extended on either side of this site where commercial and residential development has already occurred.  Given its location and context, it would be appropriate to include this site within the settlement boundary. 5605
This is a large site adjacent to newly developed housing estate on the edge of Dalston.  Dalston has had a large amount of new housing in recent years and allocations for large housing areas are considered inappropriate.  The adopted Local plan ranked Dalston as a large centre alongside Brampton and Longtown.  The change in status to a local service centre was an intentional change in this plan (and the Structure Plan) to reduce the potential for additional housing in this large village.  In order to be consistent, it is not appropriate to allocate large areas for residential development.  5608
Whilst it is recognised that this is close to the conservation area and surrounded by development on three sides this does also set the context for the extension of the settlement boundary.  The site is well contained and relates to frontage land within the village.  Existing development has already spread to this limit on either side of the site and it therefore forms a natural limit to development.  To exclude this area seems an anomaly given the precedent set by surrounding development.  7062, 7063, 7064, 7065, 7066, 7067
Ellers Mill is on the east bank of the river Caldew.  This area relates not only to Dalston but also to the riverside housing area and Buckabank.  This area relies heavily on the services within Dalston and was previously recognised as part of the settlement in the adopted plan.  This is still the case and it would be more appropriate to include Buckabank and Ellers Mill within the Dalston Settlement boundary rather than just Ellers Mill as proposed.  This may lead to the potential for redevelopment which could only be undertaken in accordance with other policies in the plan, particularly in relation to flooding although to exclude some of the properties would not recognise the nature of existing development. The boundary proposed for Ellers Mill includes a large area of floodplain which it is not appropriate to include despite it being in not necessarily flooding in 2005 this would still be inconsistent with general advice from the Environment Agency.  7135
Recommendation

Amend the proposals map (Dalston Inset) to include land to the rear of 27 and 28 The Square (shown as adj Manor House in the redeposit Plan) within the settlement boundary.  5605
No changes be made to the plan with regard to this representation.  5608
No changes be made to the plan with regard to these representations.  7062, 7063, 7064, 7065, 7066, 7067
Extend the settlement boundary to include the built area of Ellers Mill and Buckabank.  7135

POLICY DP01h Sustainable Development Locations (Great Orton)

Objections 5305, 5578 (2 No)


Supports (0 No) 
Withdrawn (0 No)
Summary of Objections

1. Gt Orton Inset Map 11 - Settlement boundary should include land to the rear of Honister.  Plan & HM Land Registry document attached. (5305).
2. Inset 11.  Objecting to settlement boundary and land use designations in a number of locations - map enclosed with amendments (5578).

Summary of Supports

Reasoning and Comment

1a
Settlement boundaries have been established on the Proposals Map to recognise the extent of built development, or where planning permission already exists;

1b
The land to the rear of the property known as Honister is a hardstanding used for parking and contains a garage.  It visibly and physically relates to the residential curtilage rather than the open fields beyond.  (5305).
2a
Settlement boundaries have been established on the Proposals Map to recognise the extent of built development, or where planning permission already exists;

2b
between North End Cottage and Ash House – the proposed boundary change more accurately reflects the extent of built development on the ground;

2c
between Mains Fauld and the rest of the village – there is no reason for the physical separation of Mains Fauld from the rest of Great Orton and it is therefore accepted that it should be included within the settlement boundary;

2d
to the rear of Honister and Wallington Cottage – the land immediately to the rear of Honister is clearly residential curtilage, comprising garden, parking and garage areas.  As such it is accepted that it should be included within the settlement boundary.  See separate objection 5305 above.  However, the land between Honister and Wallington Cottage, and to the west of Wallington Cottage comprises grazing fields/open land, and lie clearly outside the limit of the built development of the village.  As such the Council considers that the settlement boundary should remain unchanged in this location;

2e
between Croft House and Croft House Farm – the land here is physically and visually garden and orchard in nature, rather than open countryside, and could therefore be included within the settlement boundary without detriment to the aims of policy DP1;


2f
land to the west of Cross House Farm and Midtown Farm – the settlement boundary here encloses two insubstantial farm buildings within grassed areas which are not visually linked to the extent of the built development of the village.  As such the Council considers that they should be excluded from the settlement boundary;

2g
St Giles Church, the Village Hall, the amenity open space to the west of       the village hall, and the playing field to the north to be identified as Education/Health and Other Community Uses, and Amenity Open Spacwe as suggested. (5578).
Recommendation

Land to the rear of Honister as shown on the submitted plan should be included within the settlement boundary.  The change is shown on the Amendments to Proposals and Inset Maps for Great Orton in the CDLP redeposit draft (CDL16).  (5305).   

All the accepted changes to both settlement boundary and annotation of land are shown on the Amendments to Proposals and Inset Maps for Great Orton in the CDLP redeposit draft (CDL16).  (5578).


POLICY DP01i  - Sustainable Development Locations (Heads Nook & Warwick Bridge)

Objections 5476, 5477 (2 No)


Supports (0 No) 
Withdrawn (0 No)
Summary of Objections

1. Settlement boundary for Heads Nook to be redrawn as per  map enclosed 5476
2. Settlement boundary for Warwick Bridge to be redrawn as per  map enclosed 5477
Reasoning and Comment

The plan context is set by RPG and Structure Plan restricted housing figures.  Consequently the only allocations in the rural area are focussed on the Key Service Centres.  Within this framework it is not appropriate to allocate housing sites in the Local Service Centres.  Housing supply will be met by windfall development during the plan period.  Allocations at local level for additional development would potentially lead to an oversupply of housing against regional and county targets.  This is despite a high level of affordable need being identified through housing market assessments.  5476
This proposal is for a large extension of the settlement boundary, which is inappropriate within the context of housing supply. The sites could accommodate a large number of houses which would prejudice other rural parts of the district and lead to an oversupply.  It is recognised that Warwick Bridge is one of the larger Local Service Centres nevertheless the scale of development proposed is inappropriate.  5477
Recommendation

No change to the plan to meet this representation.  5476
No change to the plan to meet this representation.  5477

POLICY DP01j Sustainable Development Locations (Houghton & Low Crosby)

Objections 5771, 7090, 7176, 7298 (4 No)


Supports (0 No) 
Withdrawn (0 No)
Summary of Objections

1. Link to Objection 5772. Residential developments to be within Houghton & Low Crosby within the Parish, and confined to 'infill type' schemes. 5771
2. Houghton settlement boundary to be extended to include Houghton Church. 7090
3. Land identified at Houghton should be included in settlement boundary. 7176
4. Policy Omission re Police Authority's need to expand relocate. site at Houghton should be identified as a location to meet future Police authority need. 7298
Reasoning and Comment

It was originally envisaged that development would be focussed on Houghton and Low Crosby within the Parish.  Since the deposit plan and the flooding of January 2005 it is intended to amend the plan to exclude reference to Low Crosby due to the fact that the whole settlement lies within an area liable to flood.  This means that Houghton is the only identified settlement. There may be some windfall development of conversions or dealing with affordable housing outside the settlement boundary.  I addition the extent of the boundary relates to paragraph 5.40 where proposals adjacent will be assessed on a number of criteria however the settlement remains the main focus.  5771
Where churches are integral to the form of the village there has been no issue of including them within the settlement boundaries proposed in the plan.  In the case of Houghton the church is detached, nevertheless and integral part of village life.  Given the pressure for additional development (see representation 7176) it is considered that adding the church and attempting to illustrate this on plan form would be complicated without encouraging additional development.  Consider that this is therefore not appropriate due to the detached location of the church.  7090
Disagree that the settlement boundary should be amended to include a large area of land for additional housing in Houghton.  There are few services in Houghton and whilst a recognised Local Service Centre the increase in size of the settlement would be to the detriment of other rural areas by taking up a large portion of the remaining supply.  Whilst it is recognised that the site is reasonably well contained and relates to the village and church the scale is greater than that envisaged for a local service centre which already has had a large number of new houses.  The site would also add to the pressure for continuing development up to the motorway as a development limit which is not appropriate for the rural setting of Houghton.  7176
Disagree that this is the most appropriate location for policy Headquarters or main operations.  This should be more closely related to Carlisle preferably within the urban area and not in an adjacent village such as Houghton.  7298
Recommendation

No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  5771
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  7090
No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  7176
No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  7298

POLICY DP01k Sustainable Development Locations (Moorhouse)

Objections 5620 (1 No)


Supports (0 No) 
Withdrawn (0 No)
Summary of Objections

1. Link to objection 5621. Settlement limits for Moorhouse are too tight. Settlement limits should be defined including the site shown on the attached plan. 5620
Summary of Supports

Reasoning and Comment

Moorhouse is listed as one of the smaller settlements suitable for only small scale infill.  The village has limited services, namely a pub, and is not comparable to the service level in local service centres.  Whilst the objector’s site is central to the village it is a large site which is not suitable for new housing development in sustainable spatial terms.  This scale of new housing development is not suitable for the smaller settlements given the low level of housing supply available.  5620
Recommendation

No changes with regard to this representation.  5620


POLICY DP01l Sustainable Development Locations  (Raughton Head)

Objections 5596, 7049, 7045, 7046, 7047, 7048, 7050, 7084, 7085, 7086  (10 No)

Supports (0 No) 
Withdrawn (0 No)
Summary of Objections

1. Link to Objection 5595. Settlement boundary to Raughton Head is too restrictive. Amend boundary to include land as identified on attached map and be allocated for residential development. 5596

2. Raughton Head Settlement Boundary does not reflect the residential area of the hamlet. 7049
3. Raughton Head Settlement Boundary does not reflect the residential area of the hamlet. 7045
4. Raughton Head Settlement Boundary does not reflect the residential area of the hamlet. 7046
5. Raughton Head Settlement Boundary does not reflect the residential area of the hamlet. 7047
6. Raughton Head Settlement Boundary does not reflect the residential area of the hamlet. 7048
7. Raughton Head Settlement Boundary does not reflect the residential area of the hamlet. 7050
8. Raughton Head Settlement Boundary does not reflect the residential area of the hamlet. 7084
9. Raughton Head Settlement Boundary does not reflect the residential area of the hamlet. 7085
10. Raughton Head Settlement Boundary does not reflect the residential area of the hamlet. 7086
Reasoning and Comment

It is recognised that the boundary at Raughton Head is tightly drawn and leaves limited scope for new housing.  The site proposed is a minor change to the settlement boundary at the core of the village which is an appropriate location for any additional housing.  Agree that this should be included within the settlement.  5596
Agree that the boundary should more closely reflect the existing settlement.  Whilst the planning department is aware of changes to dwelling units it is the ordnance survey who is responsible for mapping and the map base for the Local Plan.  The local planning authority does not update the base map.  There is no intention to dissect the cemetery and the whole of that area can be included.  Regarding land to the west there are large fields between school house, Haythwaite Lane Farm and the \Primary School.  It is not appropriate to extend the boundary to include these properties as this would lead to large development within the adjoining fields.  The frontage of the field adjacent to the school may be suitable for inclusion (see 5596)  7049, 7045, 7046, 7047, 7048, 7050, 7084, 7085, 7086
Recommendation

Amend the settlement boundary (Raughton Head Inset) to include the proposed land adjacent to the primary school.   5596
Amend boundary to include war memorial and cemetery.  7049, 7045, 7046, 7047, 7048, 7050, 7084, 7085, 7086

POLICY DP01m Sustainable Development Locations (Rockcliffe)

Objections, 5613 (1 No)
Withdrawn 5417, 5541 (2 No)

Supports (0 No) 

Summary of Objections

1. Link to Objection 5614. Settlement boundary at Rockcliffe is too restrictive. Amend the boundary to include 2 sites as identified on enclosed map and allocate for housing. 5613
Summary of Withdrawn Objections

2
AONB boundary incorrectly shown on inset map for Rockcliffe.  (5417)

3
Land at Rockcliffe as identified on map is appropriately located to contribute to the identified requirement for housing in the rural (H1) area and should be so identified. 5541w
Reasoning and Comment

Whilst it is recognised that there is little scope for new development in local service centres this is set in the context of a limited supply for housing in the rural area.  Both sites identified are on fields at the entrances to the village and could lead to pressure for further development.  Although the objector has set a context of rounding off the village, there are no natural boundaries within which to limit the development.  Do not agree with the proposed amendment.  5613
Agree that the boundary is incorrectly shown on the Inset Map.  (5417w)
It is recognised that although the plan lists a number of settlements the plan context with regard to housing supply in rural areas is still restrictive.  Other than the Key Service Centres there are no allocations of land below that level.  Whilst it is recognised that Rockcliffe is a sustainable location, allocations of the scale of site in this representation would be inappropriate for the scale of settlement.  5541w
Recommendation

No changes to the plan to meet this representation.  5613
Inset map for Rockcliffe amended to show correct boundary of AONB.  (5417w)  

No changes to the plan to meet this representation.  5541w

POLICY DP02 - Regeneration

Objections
5284, 5478, 5726, 7155, 7165, 7180, 7221, 7299, 8001, 8002, 8004, 8006, 8009, 8010, 8017, 8018, 8019, 8020, 8021, 8022, 8023, 8024, 8025, 8026, 8027, 8031, 8032, 8033, 8034, 8035, 8047, 8048, 8049, 8050, 8051, 8061, 8065, 8066, 8070, 8105, 8108, 8111, 8116, 8118, 8127 (45  )

Withdrawn Objections 5387 (1)

Supports 
5457, 5479, 7013, 7035, 7156, 8005, 8012, 8099, 8106 (9 ) 
Summary of Objections

1. Policy does not embrace the sustainable principles found in RPG13 Policy The Agency is pleased that the Plan recognises the economic problems of rural areas and the need for rural regeneration, as referred to in paragraph 4.2.  Whilst a policy on regeneration is to be welcomed, the second sentence of policy EC1, as currently worded, could prevent sustainable forms of development in rural areas where environmental impacts could be mitigated or compensated for. The second sentence of the policy should be revised to the effect that: proposals for regeneration should aim to provide net gain for the social, environmental and economic interests of the area; if any form of loss is unavoidable, it should be mitigated or compensated locally through associated measures. 5284
2. Local Plan will have to adopt a degree of significant flexibility. 5478
3. Reference made to Flood Risk Sequential Test and that adequate sewerage infrastructure and sewerage treatment capacity has been made in comments relating to CP1. 5726
4. Revised Policy does not clearly describe areas for redevelopment/regeneration. Should be modified to clearly identify areas for regeneration.  Should then direct development proposals to the land allocations & proposals contained elsewhere in the Plan. 7155
5. Concern over the last statement in the Policy which should be deleted. 7165.
6. Wording needs to be strengthened by amending the 2nd sentence of para 3 - wording given.  Para 2.30 - wording of 2nd sentence does not make sense - revised wording given. 7180
7. No specific site proposals for public consultation.  Requirement for proposals maps of each regeneration area. Delete Policy. 7221
8. Land adj to Junction 42 to be given consideration for development. 7299
9. Against the regeneration of Rickergate especially Corporation Road. Wants existing residential and businesses to remain unchanged. 8001
10. regeneration of Rickergate is unacceptable so should not proceed. 8002
11. Does not want Corporation Road to be demolished. 8004
12. Corporation Road regeneration not necessary nor can Compulsory Purchase be justified. 8006
13. Wants St Nicholas Gate Retail Park and the area from London Rd towards the city centre defined as a key regeneration area. 8009
14. 
Reference to St Nicholas Gate Retail Park and wider Botchergate area as an additional area where regeneration and redevelopment should be focused. 8010
15. Any regeneration of Rickergate should not be at the expense of losing existing Victorian buildings, old police and fire station and Adrianos. More scope in the Lowther Street area from Iceland to Eden Bridge House and civic Centre. 8017
16. Does not want the existing housing in Corporation Road, restaurant, old police & fire stations to be demolished as they form part of historic Carlisle. 8018 
17. Does not want any compulsory purchase on his property. 8019
18. Does not want compulsory purchase of property to enable Renaissance proposals. 8020
19. Wants residential properties in the Rickergate area removed from Compulsory purchase/demolition. 8021
20. Does not want Warwick Street, Peter Street and Corporation road redeveloped. 8022
21. If Planning Application already approved for the Viaduct Estate Road does not proceed then its best use is as a car park due to the potential for extensive flooding. 8023
22. Does not want any change in Rickergate. 8024
23. Wants the housing in Rickergate to be retained. 8025
24. Wants the residential and local housing to be retained whilst developing the civic, police and fire stations to blend in with these existing properties in Dixon Street, Warwick Street, Peter Street & Corporation Road. 8026
25. Objects to the deletion of the Caldewgate/Shaddongate areas within the regeneration strategy. 8027
26. Wants Corporation Road unchanged. 8031
27. Housing in Rickergate to remain. 8032
28. Wants to retain the existing housing and businesses and any regeneration should be concentrated on the Eden Bridge, Civic and possibly old Police & Fire Station Sites. 8033
29. Whilst supporting the Carlisle Renaissance Plans, feels that the changes to the Policy which would allow for the demolition of existing housing would be contrary to: PPS1  para 16, PPG 3 and PPS 12  in their objectives to create socially inclusive communities including suitable mixes of housing. 8034
30. Objection to the regeneration of Rickergate. Wants Peter St, Warwick St & Corporation Rd designated as primary residential and an area of prime historical and tourist interest. 8035
31. Wants the existing brick built Victorian homes to be retained. 8047
32. Corporation road to be retained. 8048
33. Whilst appreciates areas of Rickergate such as the Civic would benefit from regeneration, any plans should not include the existing dwellings and community. 8049
34. Wants Warwick St removed from the regeneration area. 8050
35. Objects to the deletion of the reference to the Cladewgate/Shaddongate/ Willowholme areas and want them reinstated. Also wants reference made to these areas within the commitment to regeneration. 8051
36. Comment made that Viaduct Estate could offer good opportunities for the development of a vibrant student campus. 8061
37. 
Feel that undue weight will be given to informal plans and strategies that may come forward within the plan period and considers that the final para "must not compromise any strategic proposals or masterplanning" should be deleted. 8065
38. Supports identification of the viaduct Estate Road as a 'transformational area'.  However suggest wording for the 1st sentence/2nd para:  "Viaduct Estate Road hosts a mix of uses in an area identified for expansion of the City Centre in order to re-orientate the centre to the south and west . . . ". 8066
39. Various points raised: - Rickergate Area, need to recognise implications of future major redevelopment on existing & essential public services .- Viaduct Estate Road Area should include education & learning. - Caldewgate/Shaddongate/ Willowholme should be made reference to- Citadel Area (page 21) wants further clarification on the future aspirations. 8070
40. Wants Carlisle South reintroduced into the list of regeneration area. 8105
41. Additional supporting text could usefully cross-refer to policies to protect the nationally & internationally designated site (River Eden SAC) & enhancement of the river corridor. 8108
42. 1. Currock Rd area (including Rickerby's) to be included as a Policy DP2 area. 2. Second part of policy includes 'holistic approach' is unclear and needs further clarification. 3. The criteria for judging proposals for the regeneration of vacant, underused, derelict land should not preclude single use schemes. 8111
43. Wants further expansion of the principles of effective flood risk management into the Policy. 8116
44. Should make reference to PPS 9 and terms such as biodiversity should be used. 8118
45. Want Corporation to be left intact. 8127
Summary of Withdrawn Objections

46. Policy does not embrace the sustainable principles found in RPG13 Policy EC1, which refers to the need to take account of the needs of local businesses and communities, based on a review of existing commitments, and taking account of the sequential approach as set out in RPG13 Policy DP1.  Policy EC1 should be cross-referenced to the core sustainable development locations policy CP1. The Policy fails to establish any set of criteria and refers to other policies but does not advise as to which policies apply.  EC1 appears to work independently of any sustainability criteria or any reference to the sustainability strategy.5387w
Summary of Supports

47. This policy reflects the important role of the historic environment, including what is locally important, in heritage-led regeneration. 5457
48. Regeneration of the Raffles Estate is most commendable. 5479
49. Support for Policy DP2. 7013
50. Support the new section on rural regeneration. 7035 
51. Support principle of regeneration on urban area. 7155 
52. Support for the regeneration of Peter Street area into a thriving cultural and commercial area. 8005
53. Welcome the updated text reflecting the evolving process associated with Carlisle Renaissance. 8012 
54. Seems to be in accordance with para 13 of PPS9. 8099
55. Qualified Support for the regeneration of Rickergate and Lowther Street. 8106
Reasoning and Comments

1
Agree that the policy does not fully embrace regeneration principles and some form of mitigation could be appropriate each being judged on its merits.  This has been incorporated into other policies of the plan as they deal with specific issues relating to the environment.  There is therefore no need for the second sentence of this policy as all policies of the plan are to be read in conjunction with each other. Duplication should be avoided.  In addition the policy does not currently refer to social interests of the area.  5284
2 The aim of this policy is to recognise the need of some areas for large-scale investment to rejuvenate them.  These areas have been previously developed and are referred to in the policy.  It is not the intention of the policy to encourage greenfield development.  Some greenfield development may occur at Longtown but this is a consequence of limited land for development and lack of investment.  The policy will be moved to link directly to the strategy of the plan.  Detailed issues such as conservation, heritage, etc will still be considered under other policies of the plan and there is no need to cross refeence.  5387w
3 This Regeneration policy recognises a number of issues raised by the objector.  It is agreed that there are a number of competing land uses attempting to develop the same sites as there are so few central sites available.  It is intended that the revised policy sets the context by referring to specific land uses but that further work in terms of SPD guidance will look at the specifics of each regeneration area within the policy context.  5478
4
The objector raises a number of issues in relation to flood risk and part of potential regeneration areas.  Whilst it is acknowledged that in some parts of Carlisle fall within zones 2 and 3 this is just one of the issues regeneration programmes will have to deal with.  This is specifically covered by Policy LE 28 and all policies should be read in conjunction when developing proposals in line with this policy.  Four of the comments relate to Carlisle South where smaller scale development proposals are coming forward for specific sites. 5726
5
Agree that the specific areas are not clear within the plan.  The areas can be identified on the Proposals Map.  The Revised Redeposit Plan specifically included four maps for policy DP2 which cover Rickergate, Caldew Riverside (Viaduct Estate Road Area), the Citadel Area and Raffles.  7155


6
The last sentence of the policy is clearly to ensure that small area strategies such as parish plans are not ignored where they may require significant planning resource in the context of regeneration.  This has been expanded upon in the revised redeposit consultation to explain the regenerative effect necessary to justify consideration under this policy.  It is however still considered appropriate given that the Longtown Market Initiative is a typical example of this work where within a short timescale an action plan was developed with planning implications.  The Local Plan should also take accountof other spatial strategies.  Given the extent of work already undertaken and the work of Calrisle Renaissance it is considered that any additional schemes will be limited during the remaining plan period.  7165
7 Agree that the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment applies to the whole of the district and not just the area referred to.  Since the objector’s representation was received a SFRA has been undertaken and as a consequence, references to Caldewgate/Shaddongate/Willowholme area has been omitted from the policy.  There is still a need to consider the future of this area however the flooding issue dominates how this will be determined and should be considered under the final paragraph of the policy.

Agree that the wording of the second sentence could be improved in line with the objector’s comments.  7180
8
The site specific proposals for each of the regeneration areas are being developed outwith the Local Plan process.  The raffles proposals have been developed with extensive pubic involvement in the local area although not formallyadopted as SPG at the time in order to progress construction of replacement housing in the area.  The Rickergate and Caldew riverside areas have been the subject of consultation through Carlisle Renaissance and further work on details for a Supplementary planning Document building upon this overarching regeneration policy will commence shortly.  Agree that the overall areas for these regeneration areas should be shown on the Proposals Map.  7221
9
Whilst it is acknowledged that there were significant implications for emergency and civil operations within Carlisle as a consequence of the floods it has been the remit of Carlisle Renaissance to consider regeneration based on sustainable development principles and not necessarily greenfield relocation.  Emergency services are relocating to brownfield sites within the City rather than edge of city greenfield locations.  Long-term location for city council offices is still to be determined however in accordance with PPS6 City centre office locations should be the main consideration.  7299
10 
It is acknowledged that a use such as a crèche in this location is an appropriate city centre use.  The regeneration policy would not preclude such uses which assist in the daily functioning of the city its workers and residents but the policy would be unable to list all possible uses.  Specific detailed land-uses and redevelopment proposals are to be developed through Carlisle Renaissance in consultation with local residents and businesses however the mixed nature of uses in Corporation Road, the current road system and extent of car parking all need to be reviewed if redevelopment is to occur.  In addition new development will have to ensure that existing premises are not put at greater risk of flooding as a consequence.  All these measures will impact on the area as outlined on the plan which was part of the revised redeposit consultation. 8001, 8019, 8020, 8048

11
Through Carlisle Renaissance and a number of additional studies such as the Retail Study update and the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment it clearly identifies the potential for further development within the city centre and the need to address the flood risk following events of 2005. No change to this area is not an option which should be considered as a breach of flood defences would result in the same circumstances.  Warwick Street lies at the heart of this area bisecting it from the rest of the City Centre.  It is therefore an essential part if redevelopment proposals are to integrate this area into the core central area for retail and commerce.  Redevelopment of the Civic Centre site and Magistrate Courts would not alone achieve the potential that this area has to offer.  It is recognised that this is a difficult option to pursue due to the implications for local residents.  8002, 8050
12
The regeneration policy allows for residential uses to continue within the Rickergate area the subject of the policy.  The reference to residential use was specifically inserted within the revised redeposit plan.  It is recognised that currently it is not clear which land-use will go on which part of the area and could result in a number of alternative proposals coming forward which may consider demolition or clearance.  In order to avoid this the policy should be more explicit about the uses.  There is however a number of uses in Corporation Road along with access and car parking which need to be considered in a comprehensive scheme if the area is to be developed successfully.  It is not suggested that the boundary of the area be changed.  8004, 8006, 8021, 8024, 8025, 8026, 8031, 8032, 8047, 8049, 8127
13
It is agreed that the St Nicholas and Botchergate South area is one in need of regeneration.  Through the work of Carlisle Renaissance it has not been possible to derive solutions for all areas and further work is needed to explore the appropriate mix of land-uses for this area.  It is not feasible to incorporate a fully worked up policy within the Local plan and it is proposed that this area be the subject of an Area Action Plan in the new Local Development Framework.  8009, 8010

14
The regeneration policy considers the whole of the Rickergate area as indicated by the boundary on the map contained in the revised redeposit plan.  A mix of uses will be developed for the area but the current policy does not refer specifically to the retention of any existing buildings.  If any of the buildings were listed as of special architectural or historic interest they would be protected from demolition however this has not been the case although English Heritage form part of the Carlisle Renaissance Task Group.  There is scope to consider retention of some residential and commercial properties in Corporation Road and north Peter Street.  Retention of other buildings may limit the potential for a scheme to link adequately to the retail and commercial core of the existing city centre, and limit its scope.  8017, 8018, 8035
15
Through Carlisle Renaissance and a number of additional studies such as the Retail Study update and the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment it clearly identifies the potential for further development within the city centre and the need to address the flood risk following events of 2005. No change to this area is not an option which should be considered as a breach of flood defences would result in the same circumstances.  Warwick Street lies at the heart of this area bisecting it from the rest of the City Centre.  It is therefore an essential part if redevelopment proposals are to integrate this area into the core central area for retail and commerce.  Redevelopment of the Civic Centre site and Magistrate Courts would not alone achieve the potential that this area has to offer.  It is recognised that this is a difficult option to pursue due to the implications for local residents. If any of the buildings were listed as of special architectural or historic interest they would be protected from demolition however this has not been the case although English Heritage form part of the Carlisle Renaissance Task Group.  There is scope to consider retention of some residential and commercial properties in Corporation Road.  Retention of other buildings may limit the potential for a scheme to link adequately to the retail and commercial core of the existing city centre, and limit its scope.  Whilst car parks and on-street car parking areas are included within the proposed regeneration area a comprehensive car parking strategy is being developed alongside the Carlisle Renaissance proposals and will give consideration to the required levels of car parking to be integrated into any development proposals. 8022
16
Disagree that a supermarket or extensive car park are the only options for the Viaduct Estate Road area.  There is a high risk of flooding and any development proposals will have to take that into account combined with the new flood defence measures currently being programmed by the Environment Agency.  Carlisle Renaissance is currently developing proposals for alternative uses and an Inquiry will shortly take place as to whether a larger supermarket should be developed on the site.  An extensive surface car park is not an efficient use of land within an urban area and this is a prime site for consideration for alternative uses.  With a realistic option of being brought forward as much is in public sector ownership.  8023
17
Regeneration proposals have been developed by a number of strategies and aligned to the Local Plan for delivery of the spatial implications.  Initial stages of Carlisle Renaissance considered the area but more detailed work has focussed away from that area.  It does acknowledge however these approaches to the City are in need of improvement.  A Supplementary Planning Document will be prepared through Carlisle Renaissance to expand upon the potential for this area within the context of the Local Plan and all its policies given the current land uses and the designations on the proposals map along with necessary flood alleviation measures. To undertake this it is not essential that reference is made in policy DP2.  With regard to Eden Bridge House the site lies between the Civic Centre car park which is underused and the car park in Lowther Street which both could be integrated into a larger development scheme. It seems impractical to exclude the land between when considering any proposals.  The point raised is however worthy of consideration and ongoing discussions with landowners will continue in order to develop more detailed guidance for the area before a finalised development guide is prepared.  8027
18
The regeneration policy allows for residential uses to continue within the Rickergate area the subject of the policy.  The reference to residential use was specifically inserted within the revised redeposit plan.  It is recognised that currently it is not clear which land-use will go on which part of the area and could result in a number of alternative proposals coming forward which may consider demolition or clearance.  In order to avoid this the policy should be more explicit about the uses.  There is however a number of uses in Corporation Road along with access and car parking which need to be considered in a comprehensive scheme if the area is to be developed successfully.  It is not suggested that the boundary of the area be changed. Warwick Street lies at the heart of this area bisecting it from the rest of the City Centre.  It is therefore an essential part if redevelopment proposals are to integrate this area into the core central area for retail and commerce.  Redevelopment of the Civic Centre site and Magistrate Courts would not alone achieve the potential that this area has to offer.  It is recognised that this is a difficult option to pursue due to the implications for local residents.  8033

19
Through Carlisle Renaissance and a number of additional studies such as the Retail Study update and the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment it clearly identifies the potential for further development within the city centre and the need to address the flood risk following events of 2005. No change to this area is not an option which should be considered as a breach of flood defences would result in the same circumstances.  Warwick Street lies at the heart of this area bisecting it from the rest of the City Centre.  It is therefore an essential part if redevelopment proposals are to integrate this area into the core central area for retail and commerce.  Redevelopment of the Civic Centre site and Magistrate Courts would not alone achieve the potential that this area has to offer.  It is being considered that in areas such as Corporation Road and north Peter Street there may be scope to integrate existing properties into a redevelopment scheme but the location of Warwick Street means that the same principle could not be applied. References about social mix of housing developments and ensuring sustainable communities are relevant to any proposals but at this stage there are no definite plans for the type of housing to be developed and this will have to be integrated with other land uses.  8034
20
Regeneration proposals have been developed by a number of strategies and aligned to the Local Plan for delivery of the spatial implications.  Initial stages of Carlisle Renaissance considered the area but more detailed work has focussed away from that area.  It does acknowledge however these approaches to the City are in need of improvement.  A Supplementary Planning Document will be prepared through Carlisle Renaissance to expand upon the potential for this area within the context of the Local Plan and all its policies given the current land uses and the designations on the proposals map along with necessary flood alleviation measures. To undertake this it is not essential that reference is made in policy DP2.  8051
21
Agree that a university campus located on viaduct Estate Road could offer good potential location for the new University of Cumbria.  Further debate is taking place regarding alternative locations and at this time it is not possible to confirm the location for inclusion within the plan.  8061

22
Carlisle Renaissance is the current Council’s vehicle for delivering regeneration.  Initial work has progressed into the Development Framework and Movement Strategy which sets out ambitions for two transformational schemes as well as principles for core character areas around the city centre and its fringes.  The report sets out long term plans and includes potential phasing which may not be completed anywhere up until September 2023 depending upon the scheme developed.  This takes it beyond the plan period.  Regeneration proposals are developed as part of comprehensive plans which include not only spatial planning but other issues.  The spatial planning elements should be incorporated into the Local Development Framework.  Due to the progression to-date elements have been incorporated into the transitional Local Plan.  Further elements will be brought forward as SPD or Area Action Plans before further review of the Local Plan and development into separate DPDS in due course.  The retail reference does acknowledge the existing consent for retail.  The final sentence is to ensure that strategic proposals either through the LTP or other DPDs are not compromised by ad hoc proposals for development.  8065
23
Whilst the Viaduct Estate Road area (Caldew Riverside) is a transformational area in relation to Carlisle Renaissance its connectivity to the City Centre is more difficult to remedy.  The riverside area is physically separated from the City Centre by the West Coast Main Line railway.  Consultants work on Carlisle Renaissance Development Framework and Movement Strategy considered an extension to the City Centre although this conflicts with PPS6 and the extent of City Centre and Edge of centre definition.  Without removal of the physical barrier it would be difficult in planning terms to extend the city centre in that direction.  Disagree that the wording should be changed.  8066
24a
It is acknowledged that redevelopment of Rickergate will have implications for the Fire Service however it is not a requirement that they relocate out of the area it is a matter of operational choice whether they wish to continue in Rickergate.  Relocation would assist the longer term measures and a number of sites have been investigated.  The location for the preferred Fire Station is still to be confirmed although a smaller satellite station is the subject of a planning application.  Due to the funding process, this will be resolved before this plan is adopted.  Reference is therefore not necessary.  

24b
Viaduct Estate Road is one of a number of locations being considered for the university headquarters.  Until current discussions have been resolved it is not feasible to include a preferred location within the plan policy.

24c
It is agreed that the Caldewgate/Shaddongate/Willowholme was the worst hit area by the floods of January 2005.  Carlisle Renaissance overarching strategy covers a number of areas for regeneration. A Supplementary Planning Document building upon a number of policies in the plan will cover this area but no alternative regeneration strategy is currently being developed.  Should this be pursued the area could be considered under the final paragraph of the policy.


24d
Proposals for the Citadel Area concentrate upon public realm and the original transformational scheme envisaged has not been fully developed through the Carlisle Renaissance Development Framework and Movement Strategy.  Details are still to be developed through additional work of Carlisle Renaissance however key gateway aspects of this area particularly in connection to the station are in need of improvement.  The importance of this area as an entry point to the city requires its attention although other areas may have more detail developed in the earlier parts of the plan period.  8070
25
Carlisle South area has not been deleted from policy DP2.  It is noted that it appears further down the policy than the redeposit plan due to the insertion of the Carlisle Renaissance references but there is no hierarchy within the policy. The policy refers to areas as locations for the focus of regeneration work and no indication of the priorities afforded to those areas.  8105
26
Agree that other policies referred to are relevant particularly in relation to Viaduct Estate Road (Caldew Riverside).  However the plan should be read as a whole and all applicable policies should be considered, therefore there is no need to insert additional cross-referencing as proposed or suggested by the SEA.  8108
27a
Whilst Currock Road may was part of the initial Carlisle Renaissance considerations, it is not referred to in the final Development Framework and Movement Strategy.  All references in policy DP2 are the result of separate strategies and plans which have spatial implications for regeneration.  It is therefore not appropriate to add Currock Road into this policy without any overarching strategy.

27b
A holistic approach is to ensure that development proposals consider the wider implications for the area where the proposals are based.  This is to avoid introducing conflicting land uses and piecemeal development which may prejudice comprehensive redevelopment in some areas.

27c
Disagree that reference to mixed use should be deleted.  Regeneration areas identified in the policy all have a number of uses or even where one is dominant there are other land uses incorporated to the benefit of the local community and are of sufficient size that a mix of uses is appropriate.  The objector is promoting a single site which in itself does not constitute a regeneration scheme for this policy and should be considered under other policies within the plan, namely Policy EC2.  8111
28
The objector supports the Council’s intentions for redevelopment to mitigiate against the risk of a further occurrence of the January 2005 flood event and its consequences.  The changes to the regeneration policy have been derived from the floods and therefore agree that reference should be made to effective flood management in relation to both the Rickergate area and the Viaduct Estate Road (Caldew Riverside).  8116
29a
Agree that protection and enhancement of biodiversity in relation to the Strategic Environmental Assessment is relevant particularly for Viaduct Estate Road (Caldew Riverside) area. This is however covered by other policies in the plan and as the plan is to be read as a whole there is no necessity to include duplication or cross-reference at this point.  

29b
Agree that contribution to enhancement is also important particularly with regard to older brownfield sites and a more positive statement should be included in the text.  The objector’s wording is an appropriate way of achieving this.  8118
Recommendation

1
Add “social” to first sentence of the policy to read: “……economic, social and environmental……”.  Delete the second sentence of the policy from “Proposals for regeneration…..” to “……conservation or built heritage interest”.  5284
2 Move the policy to link more directly with the spatial strategy of the plan.  No further changes with regard to this representation.  5387w
3 No specific change to the plan but a number of changes through the work of Carlisle renaissance respond to issues raised. 5478
4
No change to the plan with regard to this representation. 5726
5
That the Regeneration policy areas are shown on the Proposals Map as indicated in the maps forming part of the revised redeposit consultation document.  7155
6
No specific change to the plan with regard to this representation however additional text should be inserted to explain regenerative effect.  (In line with the Carlisle renaissance text added to the objector’s sentence).  7165
7
Delete reference to Caldewgate/Shaddongate/Willowholme from the policy.  Amend second sentence of paragraph 2.30 to read “As well as affecting residential areas within the district, flooding of Willowholme, Caldewgate, Shaddongate and Rickergate areas affected Carlisle’s economic, civil and emergency services.”  7180
8
That the Regeneration policy areas are shown on the Proposals Map as indicated in the maps forming part of the revised redeposit consultation document.  7221
9
No change to the plan in regard to this representation.  7299
10
No change to the plan in regard to this representation but see response to 8004.  8001, 8019, 8020
11.
No change to the plan in regard to this representation.  8002, 8050
12
No change to the boundary of the area however amend the policy to add after “…from the north” “ Proposals for redevelopment of this area should consider the retention of existing residential and commercial businesses in Corporation Road, Dixon Street and north Peter Street.”  8004, 8006, 8021, 8024, 8025, 8026, 8031, 8032, 8047, 8048, 8049, 8127
13
Additional text be added to the regeneration policy to read:  “In the St Nicholas/Botchergate South area of the City an Area Action Plan will be developed to explore the long-term regeneration potential of this area and integrated into the Local Development Framework.”  (Note the area includes south of Crown Street to St Nicholas Bridges and currently excludes St Nicholas Retail Park although linkages with neighbouring land will be important in the development of a n Area Action Plan.  8009, 8010
14
No change to the plan to meet this objection other than in connection to Corporation Road and north Peter Street as in response to representation 8004.  8017, 8018, 8022, 8033, 8034, 8035
16
No change to the plan to meet this objection 8023
17
No change to the plan to meet this objection 8027
20
No change to the plan to meet this objection 8051
21
No change to the plan to meet this comment  8061
22
No change to the plan to meet this objection 8065
23
No change to the plan to meet this objection 8066
24
No change to the plan to meet this objection 8070
25
No change to the plan to meet this objection 8105
26
No change to the plan to meet this objection  8108
27
No change to the plan to meet this objection  8111

28
Amend the text in the revised redeposit plan page 21 paragraphs 2 and 3 to include reference to effective flood management.  At the end of paragraph 2 “…account in any design.  Effective flood management should be incorporated into any proposals for redevelopment”.  And at the end of paragraph 3 “…considered in this area. Effective flood management should be incorporated into any proposals for redevelopment”.  8116
29
Amend the final paragraph in relation to Carlisle Renaissance text to delete “impact on” before the environment and add “biodiversity” after environment.  8118

POLICY DP06 Carlisle Northern Development Route

Objections
 5213, 5326, 5523, 7224, 8052, 8071, 8084 (7)

Supports 
5060 (1)

Summary of Objections

1.
To provide the Northern Development Route with roadside services, suggest the allocation of land owned by County Council to the south of Peter Lane (map enclosed). 5213
2.
Implication of the Northern Development Route as it would impact on Dalston Village should be addressed. 5326
3.
No objection subject to adequate implementation of core policies on nature conservation. 5523
4.
PP for CNDR expired 08/05. No public Inquiry re routing & viability hence any new PP is more likely to go to public Inquiry.  Stated aim is to open up g/f land for development to SW of the city is contrary to national planning policy. Para 2.38 - delete penultimate sentence. Para 2.39 - delete penultimate sentence. 7224
5.
Delete  "Castle Way . . . street scene". 8052
6.
Objects given that the future importance of Castle Way to the operation of the strategic transport network could still be high.  Pedestrian measures could potentially adversely affect the efficient operation of the road network in this location and should not be unequivocally promoted until the impact of the CNDR is known. 8071
7.
The NDR is bound to form the future boundary - unrealistic to state otherwise.  Difficult to relate NDR to improvements to the pedestrian environment of the City Centre. 8084
Summary of Supports

8.
Northern Development Route. 5060
Reasoning and Conclusions

1.
Whilst the route of the Carlisle Northern Development Route would be appropriate for services/petrol filling station the site indicated by the objector is not supported.  There is already a petrol filling station near to the junction of Peter Lane/A595 and CNDR, at Garden Village.  There is also a petrol filling station at Asda at the northern end of the route.  In addition the Hub development at the centre of Kingmoor Park which is along the route also has planning permission for a Petrol Filling Station.  It is also not considered appropriate to encourage further development to the west of the route. 5213
2.
As the CNDR has planning permission the impact of the route on the surrounding road network will have been taken into account in developing the highway authority scheme. Ensuring the road network operates safely and effectively is a highway authority responsibility and assessments will be undertaken on the impacts of the CNDR.  Issues of HGVs and traffic speeds has been ongoing in Dalston and is not solely related to the CNDR. 5326
3.
All policies in the plan are to be read in conjunction with each other and all necessary policies should be applied.  The CNDR already has permission and has been judged against existing and emerging planning policies where material. 5523
4.
Disagree with the objector.  The CNDR has got planning permission although it is correct that the bridge crossing had additional design work undertaken as a consequence of the floods and archaeology.   An Inquiry into Side Orders did take place in December 2002. 

Paragraph 2.39 does not relate to an aim of the CNDR but a consequence of its implementation.  The aims of the CNDR relate to improvements required for connectivity of  West Cumbria to the motorway and relieve traffic congestion around Carlisle’s historic core.  7224
5.
Disagree with the objector. 
The implementation of the CNDR will impact on traffic flows within the City and particularly Castle Way.  Whilst the exact level of impact is unknown it would present the most opportune time to consider improving the connectivity of the Castle with the Historic and Cultural Quarter of Carlisle through the work of Carlisle Renaissance. 8052
6.
Agree that only partial reference to the SEA has been made in the additional text for Carlisle Renaissance.  The additional green text should be amended to reflect the SEA references apart from cross-referencing to CP12. 

Also agree that the trigger for improvements is the implementation of the CNDR and reassessment of traffic flows although work is currently progressing on potential options.  The paragraph could be more flexible in its approach and could therefore be reworded. 8071
7.
Disagree with the objector.  The line of the CNDR is sometimes within the existing development of the urban area such as at Kingmoor Park, at other times it is outwith the urban area including west of Stainton.  It is therefore not appropriate to state that it should be the development limit due to its varied nature. The policy does not state the pedestrian environment of the City Centre but within the City.  This is specifically related to Castle Way as mentioned and the opportunity for improvements in the vicinity of that road. 8084
Recommendation

1.
No change to the plan with regard to this representation 5213

2.
No change to the plan with regard to this representation 5326

3.
No change to the plan with regard to this representation 5523

4.
No change to the plan with regard to this representation 7224

5.
No change to the plan with regard to this representation 8052


6.
Reword the SEA Mitigation for the following changes:

Add to paragraph 2.39: “The route crosses through the Regional Investment Site of Kingmoor Park before crossing the rural fringes of Carlisle with a new bridge crossing over the River Eden. The mixed nature of the route means that the CNDR does not form the development boundary for Carlisle.”  

Amend additional Carlisle Renaissance text to read: “The CNDR will reduce traffic congestion and volume of traffic with the centre of Carlisle particularly traffic from the Caldewgate and Stanwix Bank areas where air quality is at its worst.  An assessment of travel patterns and traffic flows following the implementation of the route may provide the opportunity for improvements for alternative forms of transport as well as improving the pedestrian environment particularly relating to Castle Way.  Initial options are being investigated arising from the work of Carlisle Renaissance in connection to the historic core area.”  8071

7.
No change to the plan with regard to this representation 8084


POLICY DP07 – University Development

Objections
 7103, 7181, 8053, 8072, 8104 (5)

Supports 
8117 (1)

Summary of Objections

1. Broadly supportive.  However Criterion 2 appears to preclude the possibility of new buildings as part of any future University development. 7103
2. No ref made to expansion of the University section at Caldewgate. Additional criterion 5 needed - wording given. 7181
3. Objection to the deletion of sentence refering to Caldewgate/Willowholme/ Shaddongate, wishes it to be reinstated. Also para 2.41 objects to the deletion of student facitilies at Caldewgate and wants it reinstated. 8053
4. Whilst supporting the first sentence of the new para it is felt that further reference should be made to the outcome of the Carlisle Renaissance initiative. With reference to Shaddongate there should be a proposal for an alternative regeneration allocation that takes into account the level of flood risk present in the area.  Ref is also made to point 2 of the Policy which is in Black text. 8072
5. Suggests that specific sites are listed for renaissance attention and should include ref to development of Higher Education uses East of Bothergate. 8104
Support

6. Support deletion of the allocation due to flood risk. 8117
Reasoning and Comments

1.
Criterion 2 is specifically in relation to re-use of existing buildings however criterion 1 relates to new build and the two read together is one or the other criterion.  It is not essential to have both criterion satisfied.  Therefore the policy does not nor is it intended to preclude new build.  7103
2.
Risk of flooding is covered by Policy LE28 dealing with Developed land in floodplains. Following work on the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment reference to the university development in Caldewgate is to be removed.  Since the initial policy was drafted and the University of Cumbria is being created this location is no longer a prime option for a new University Headquarters. 7181

3.
Disagree.  The flooding issue is one which must take precedent in determining locations for development and specific allocations should not conflict with the SFRA unless appropriate measures are evident.  No proposals have been developed for this area and it is not a prime location for the University of Cumbria.  It is therefore not appropriate to specify this location or allocation in the Plan.  8053
4.
Agree it is not intended to preclude new build. Criterion 2 is specifically in relation to re-use of existing buildings however criterion 1 relates to new build and the two read together is one or the other criterion.  It is not essential to have both criterion satisfied.  The preferred location for the University of Cumbria is still being debated following the DF&MS Report of Carlisle Renaissance and is yet to be identified. It is not possible to amend the plan at this time. 8072
5.
The Council is supportive of establishing a new University of Cumbria with its headquarters based in Carlisle.  This will help to achieve one of the Council’s priorities as a Learning City. This should receive greater emphasis within the text.  With regard to the location of the headquarters and an allocation within the plan, discussions are still progressing and the objector’s preferred site raises other land use issues which may not be easily resolvable.  An alternative location may be more appropriate and the allocation of the car parks East of Botchergate is not supported. 8104
Recommendation

1.
No change to the plan with regard to this representation 7103
2. 
In response to the issues raised regarding flooding and the SFRA work delete the following: “Additional land is designated at Shaddongate for University related development to cater for future needs during the Plan period.  A development brief will be prepared setting out details of relevant Local Plan policies for the area.”
Delete last sentence of paragraph 2.41 – A site has been designated close to student facilities at Shaddongate to cater for some of this demand during the Plan period. 7181
3.
No change to the plan with regard to this representation 8053
4.
No change to the plan with regard to this representation 8072

5.
Update references to university of Cumbria delete from the policy:  “ close to the existing base at Paternoster Row, St Martin’s College at its base in Fusehill Street or Cumbria Institute of the Arts at its base in Brampton Road” 

Paragraphs 2.40 and 2.41 need to better reflect the changing circumstances by deletion of the existing paragraphs and replacement with the following text: “For a number of years degree level education in Carlisle was offered by St Martin’s College, Cumbria Institute of the Arts and the University of Northumbria (latterly replaced by the University of Central Lancashire).  A review of the education offered has led to the evolution of a new University of Cumbria opening its doors in September 2008.  Its headquarters are to be established in Carlisle and will require new buildings to accommodate offices and an administration centre for its operations.  In addition the university is looking to strengthen the further education offer across Cumbria resulting in higher student numbers and improved facilities within Carlisle.  Work is progressing alongside Carlisle Renaissance and other education priorities to turn Carlisle into a model Learning City.”  8104


Chapter 3 – CORE DEVELOPMENT POLICIES – General 

Objections 5139, 5741 (2 No)

Withdrawn Objections 5720 (1 No)

Supports (0 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. Rationale not clear.  The role of the chapter to be reconsidered to give a more coherent & strategic character.  Many Policies may be more appropriately placed alongside policies on related themes in chapter 6. 5139
2. Most of these policies do not include flood risk, SuDS or infrastructure in the lists. Recommend that consideration is given to including some or all of the above issues in the lists that accompany the following policy numbers: EC3, EC5, EC6, EC8, EC11, EC12, EC13A, EC15, H1, H2, H6, H8, H9, H10, H12, H14A, H14B, LC1 and  LC4. 5741
Summary of Withdrawn Objections

3.
(Duplicated entry 5721)  5720w
Reasoning and Comments

Agree that the original intention to reflect the deposit Structure Plan policy ST1 may have led to a longer Core Strategy section than was intended.  It is agreed that the role of this section needs review.  As a consequence a number of policies are to be relocated.  In particular natural and built environment policies are to be contained in the local environment section and the spatial policies to be relocated in the strategy section.  This will result in a more refined core strategy.  5139
The plan is to be read as a whole and as such there is no need for extensive repetition.  In order to retail a succinct plan (given the existing length and the number of amendments) there is no need for cross-referencing in the plan.  Policies on flood risk, SUDS and Infrastructure should all be catered for in their own relevant policies, which would be considered by relevant proposals.  5741
Removed duplicate, 5721 dealt with under policy LE31. 5720w

Recommendation

Relocation of Core Policies CP1, CP2, CP3, (to Development Principles section) CP5, CP6, CP9-14, CP20, CP21,, CP26, CP27, (to Local Environment section) CP31-33 (to Leisure and Community section) 5139
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation 5741
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation (see LE31 for duplicate) 5720w

POLICY CP01 Landscape Character/Biodiversity 

Objections  5130, 5273, 5279, 5371, (5376*), 5450, (5507*) 5509, 7182, 7226, 7281 (9 No)

Withdrawn   5433  (1 No)
Supports   5015, 5273, 5279, 5369, 7030, 7122, 7183,  ( 7 No)
Summary of Objections

1. Structure Plan policy requires a ‘character-based approach’ to be used by local plans when assessing proposals. It requires information on landscape character. (5130)
2. Omission of a reference to the Historic Landscape Characterisation Project and the role it can play in understanding the special character of an area and assessing the impact of development.  (5450)
3. A new core policy for nature conservation, or landscape and nature conservation is required.  (5509).
4. Landscape Character and Biodiversity are not the same.  New development does not conserve or enhance landscape character.  It is not inevitable that development takes place for ‘the needs of the rural economy’ other than in specific economic categories, such as forestry and tourism.  The wording is repetitive and ambiguous, potentially allowing development which does not conserve or enhance the landscape character in rural areas. Delete paras. 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.6.  Delete in 3.5 from ‘Detrimental change ….  To..  type its identity’. (7226)
5. Should show a greater use of the landscape character approach in policies other than CP4 through positively framed criteria taking into account landscape types.  (5273)
6. Should provide more guidance on the application of the landscape character approach and set positively worded criteria for development to meet.  The second sentence of the policy should be deleted and, instead, positively framed criteria for development proposals to meet which take account of landscape types should be set out. (5279)
7. Should give primacy to ‘landscape character’ as a planning tool to help  determine the type, scale and location of appropriate new development.  Therefore recommends that landscape character be introduced into CP1.  Also, ‘environmental capacity’ needs to be introduced into the plan.  (5371)
8. Should make reference to PPS9 and/ Circular 06/05.  (7182)
9. Para. 3.2  species-rich roadside verges should be included along with green lanes.  Para. 3.3 All principles should be listed here, with the phrase ‘will include’ then not necessary.  Bullet point 2 could also highlight ‘species of principal importance’ consistent with PPS9.  Bullet point 4: what are other biodiversity resources’ and how will no net loss be achieved?   Para. 3.4 is a repeat of 3.7.  The targets produced by the NWBF were included in RPG13, referred to in bullet point 3.3.  (7281)
Summary of Withdrawn Objections

10.
The objector considers that there is a need for detailed landscape character assessment work to be carried out at the local level, and extended to the whole of the district.  (5433w).
Summary of Supports

11.
A positive step towards protection of the special features of the District. (5015)
12.
Welcomes policy  (5273)
13.
Strongly supports the retention of the policy on landscape character (5279)
14.
Part (no detail given)(5369)
15.
Supports the commitment to carry out detailed landscape character assessment. (7030)
16.
Supports the commitment to carry out detailed landscape character assessment work. (7122)
17.
 Supports para. 3,4 and 3.5 in particular. ( 7183)
Reasoning and Comment

1 Agree that the distinctive character of the rural landscape should be retained for future generations.  This is referred to in PPG15 under the need for stewardship of the historic resource.  PPS1 advises a  ‘character based’ approach when assessing development proposals. This involves assessing the effect of the proposal on the character and distinctive features of the particular landscape. A Landscape Character SPD is to be prepared by the County Council shortly.  (5130)

2 Officers accept that there could be a useful reference in the Plan to the English Heritage Historic Landscape Characterisation Cumbria project, as the project has a role in understanding the special character of an area, and helping to assess the impact of development.  (5450).

3
Officers agree that there is a need for a policy on landscape character and biodiversity, hence the revised policy in the redeposit draft.  (5509).

4,6
The supporting text to the policy explains in a general way in para. 3.5 about the landscape types in the District and the need to conserve their features.  It gives a technical reference.  Further information on the features of the landscape will be given in the forthcoming SPD Landscape Character.to be produced by Cumbria County Council.   Reference is also given in the text to landscape features of importance for supporting biodiversity. (para. 3.2) In this way the policy embraces landscape features in a holistic way, seeking to protect and enhance features contributing to the local distinctiveness of the various landscape types. (5279, 7226)  

5
It would not be desirable to repeat the general landscape criteria listed in Structure Plan policy E37 as this would duplicate policy material. Each policy and its reasoned justification is intended to complement each other; there should not be overlap.  (Advice in ‘Policies for Spatial Plans’ – Planning Officers’ Society)  (5273)

7
A term referred to in objections do require mention in the supporting text.  The first is the Historic Landscape Characterisation project being delivered by the County Council.  This will, when complete, provide greater understanding of the historic features and legacy displayed in the countryside through a GIS database and facilitate better management of the historic resource.  (5371)

8
Agree that references to PPS9 should be included as appropriate (7182)
9
Agree that greater reference should be provided on the landscape character types as a basis for the policy and to link to subsequent work on landscape character. (7281)
10
Officers consider that in response to the advice in PPS 7, the text to the policy should reflect the need to use local landscape character assessment work to inform decision making.  (5433w).

10
The Landscape Character SPD to be prepared by Cumbria County Council in association with District Councils during 2007/8 will include detailed character assessments.  (5433w)

Additional officer comments:

The policy omits reference to openness, remoteness and tranquillity which is referred to in the Structure Plan landscape character policy. (E37)

Recommendation

After 1st paragraph of the policy add:

Development will be considered appropriate to the character of the landscape  provided the proposal has regard to and conserves:

· the landform and natural patterns of drainage;

· the pattern of trees and woodland;

· the types and distribution of species of importance for wildlife, and their  habitats;

· the pattern and composition of field boundaries;

· the pattern of historic landscape features;

· the pattern and distribution of settlements.

End paragraph 3.1:  

Add – ‘The programme recognised three broad landscape character areas in the District: the Solway Basin, the Eden Valley, and Border Mires and Forests”.


New paragraph after 3.1: 

The Landscape Character Technical Paper 5 (Cumbria County Council) examined the landscape in more detail and recognised a number of different character types, largely based on the appearance of the landscape.  The major types applicable in Carlisle District are: 

.  
Estuary and Marsh

.  
Coastal Margins

.  
Lowland

.  
Intermediate Land

.    Main Valleys 

.  
Sandstone Ridge

.  
Drumlins

.  
Upland Fringe

.  
Fells and Scarps

. 
Intermediate Moorland and Plateaux

A Landscape Character Supplementary Planning Document is to be prepared to give further guidance in relation to this policy. Key attributes and features that make a particular contribution to the character of each landscape area and type and are of importance to the distinctiveness of the locality will be identified.  Distinctive landscape features may, for example, include: 

.  
Built features – traditional farmhouses, barns, walls

.  
Natural features – hedges, woodlands, hay meadows, species-rich verges, green lanes, wetlands, fells, rivers, valleys   (5279) (5371)

.  
Cultural features – settlement patterns, land use, green lanes 

A key principle emphasised in PPS9 and the supporting Circular 06/2005 is the maintenance, enhancement, restoration and addition to biodiversity and geological conservation interests in the wider environment and the prevention of harm.  The network of natural habitats identified as features in the landscape are of value for providing routes and stepping stones for migration, dispersal and exchange of species.  Development should create new habitats to expand and link existing areas where possible.  A healthy, diversified natural environment provides a quality environment which will attract investment.  (7182)

Add to 3.3 new bullet point at end of list-

· Applying the principle of enhancing the quality of life when development impacts on biodiversity. 

In 3rd line of 2nd bullet point after ‘species’ add ‘of principal importance’
Delete the 4th bullet point as the ‘other biodiversity resource’ is vague although mentioned in RPG13 Policy ER5      (7281)                        

Add new paragraph:

The Historic Landscape Characterisation Project, sponsored by English Heritage and co-ordinated by the County Council, when complete will assist in recognising the historic landscape features of the District.  The project provides a picture of the evolution of the landscape through a GIS database and enables cumulative change to be tracked, recognising the visible extant, locally distinct character.  The HLC database conveys an understanding of quality and also rarity, which thereby assists in decision-making and management of the historic landscape resource.  (5450)

By taking account of local distinctiveness in preparing development proposals in the countryside the rural environmental capital will be safeguarded for the future.  The rural environment may have the environmental capacity to accommodate small-scale development without damage to the irreplaceable characteristic species, habitats, historic and landscape features.

Delete para. 3.7  (repetition of para. 3.4) 
a) Landscape Character/Biodiversity

Proposals for development in the rural area must seek to conserve and enhance the special features and diversity of the different landscape character areas.  Planning permission will not be granted for new development in the open countryside which is detrimental to defined landscape character.

b) Proposals in both the rural and urban area should not harm the integrity of the biodiversity resource as judged by key nature conservation principles, and proposals should seek to conserve and enhance the biodiversity value of areas which they affect’.  
c) Paragraph 3.2  Throughout the district there are many sites which support important habitats for a variety of species of plants and animals. Landscape features of major importance for supporting biodiversity are estuary, sand-dune, lowland raised mires, basin mires, unimproved wet grasslands and flushes, upland calcereous grassland, blanket bog, heathland, species rich hay meadows, woodlands, tarns, river corridors, hedgerows, walls, species-rich roadside verges and green lanes. Whilst many of these will already be covered by specific designations, there will be others that are not. The features will be retained, managed and enhanced wherever possible through planning conditions and obligations, and management agreements as appropriate.  (7226, 7281)

d) Delete paragraph 3.3. (This paragraph was put in as a result of negotiation with English Nature national office when there was a gap in staff provision in the local office.  However, following a subsequent meeting with the now Natural England at the local level, it has been agreed to delete this paragraph as the information within it is adequately covered elsewhere in the text).

e) Paragraph 3.4, new sentence at end, ‘Both protecting and improving biodiversity is therefore a key concern for all involved in the planning process’.  (This change has been made in response to an objection to Policy DP8, see objection 5507)


After paragraph 3.6, new paragraph:

English Heritage have carried out a historic landscape characterisation programme, with the objective of providing new information on the evolution of the cultural landscape to assist understanding and interpretation, and to inform management of change in the historic environment.  It is a GIS based archaeological method which can give an appreciation of an area’s sensitivity, vulnerability and capacity for change in relation to specific development proposals.  (5450)

a) New second sentence to paragraph 3.2, ‘Many of these sites are designated under the European Habitats Directive as sites of European importance, for example the River Eden.  All European sites are shown on the Proposals Map’;

b) new sentence at end of paragraph 3.2, ‘Special account will be taken of species protected under national and European legislation’.  (5509).

Amend paragraph 3.5 (old paragraph 3.28) new last sentence to read, ‘The local planning authority is committed to carrying out detailed local landscape character assessment work to inform both policy and decision making’.  (5433w).

Amend second paragraph of Policy as follows, ‘Such pProposals, in both the rural and urban area, should not harm the integrity of the biodiversity resource as judged by nature conservation principles, and proposals should seek to conserve and enhance the biodiversity value of areas which they affect.  (This change has been made in response to an objection to Policy EC1, see objection 8109)

Additional text to be added at end of paragraph 3.5: The following documents offer further guidance on assessing the impact of development on landscape character: The countryside Agency and Scottish Natural Heritage ‘Landscape Character Assessment- Guidance for England and Scotland (2002)’ The Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment ‘Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment’ 2nd edition (2002). (5376)

Additional officer recommendation.

As Policy CP1 covers two distinct policy areas, it is recommended that the Policy is divided to reflect this, as follows:

Landscape Character

Proposals for development in the rural area must seek to conserve and enhance the special features and diversity of the different landscape character areas.


Development will be considered appropriate to the character of the landscape  provided the proposal has regard to and conserves:

.  
the landform and natural patterns of drainage;

.  
the pattern of trees and woodland;

.  
the types and distribution of species of importance for wildlife, and their  habitats;

.  
the pattern and composition of field boundaries;

.  
the pattern of historic landscape features;

.  
the pattern and distribution of settlements.

Some of Carlisle’s countryside is covered by AONB or Landscape of County Importance designation.  However, the majority of the rural area is not covered by any designation.  This policy applies to those areas.  The Rural White Paper in 1995 set out the Government’s objectives for enhancing the wider countryside by conserving its natural assets and maintaining its diversity of character.  The former Countryside Agency’s Countryside Character Programme built on this theme and provided a comprehensive and consistent analysis of the character of the English Countryside. The programme recognised three broad landscape character areas in the District: the Solway Basin, the Eden Valley, and Border Mires and Forests.

The Landscape Character Technical Paper 5 (Cumbria County Council) examined the landscape in more detail and recognised a number of different character types, largely based on the appearance of the landscape.  The major types applicable in Carlisle District are: 

.  
Estuary and 

.  
Coastal Margins

.  
Lowland

.  
Intermediate Land

.  
Main Valleys 

.  
Sandstone Ridge

.  
Drumlins

.  
Upland Fringe

.  
Fells and Scarps

.  
Intermediate Moorland and Plateaux

A Landscape Character Supplementary Planning Document is to be prepared to give further guidance in relation to this policy. Key attributes and features that make a particular contribution to the character of each landscape area and type and are of importance to the distinctiveness of the locality will be identified.  Distinctive landscape features may, for example, include: 

.  
Built features – traditional farmhouses, barns, walls

.  
Natural features – hedges, woodlands, hay meadows, species-rich verges, green lanes,wetlands, fells, rivers, valleys   (5279) (5371)

.  
Cultural features – settlement patterns, land use, green lanes 

A key principle emphasised in PPS9 and the supporting Circular 06/2005 is the maintenance, enhancement, restoration and addition to biodiversity and geological conservation interests in the wider environment and the prevention of harm.  The network of natural habitats identified as features in the landscape are of value for providing routes and stepping stones for migration, dispersal and exchange of species.  Development should create new habitats to expand and link existing areas where possible.  A healthy, diversified natural environment provides a quality environment which will attract investment.  

The landscape of Carlisle District is predominantly rural in character and the Carlisle Urban Fringe Landscape Study sets out the quality and diversity of the different landscape types in the urban fringe.  For the remainder of the rural area, detailed descriptions of the different landscape types within the County Landscapes (ridge and valley, main valleys and open moorland) are contained within technical paper 5 of the Structure Plan – Landscape character.  Detrimental change to the landscape can occur progressively through new development.  To avoid this, opportunities should be taken through the development process to conserve and enhance landscape character.  The overall aim should be to conserve or enrich the different characteristic features which give each landscape type its identity.  The local planning authority is committed to carrying out detailed, local landscape character assessment work to inform both policy and decision making.  

The following documents offer further guidance on assessing the impact of development on landscape character; The Countryside Agency and Scottish Natural heritage ‘Landscape character Assessment – Guidance for England and Scotland (2002)’; The Landscape Institute and Institute for Environmental Management and Assessment ‘Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment’ 2nd edition (2002).  

The countryside is a valuable resource which should be protected for its own sake.  Some development will inevitably take place in the countryside where it is essential for agriculture, forestry tourism or other needs of the rural economy.  Therefore the Council will seek to ensure that development does not unacceptably damage local character and where possible enhances the distinctive character of the local area.  

The Historic Landscape Characterisation Project, sponsored by English Heritage and co-ordinated by the County Council, when complete will assist in recognising the historic landscape features of the District.  The project provides a picture of the evolution of the landscape through a GIS database and enables cumulative change to be tracked, recognising the visible extant, locally distinct character.  The HLC database conveys an understanding of quality and also rarity, which thereby assists in decision-making and management of the historic landscape resource. 


By taking account of local distinctiveness in preparing development proposals in the countryside the rural environmental capital will be safeguarded for the future.  The rural environment may have the environmental capacity to accommodate small-scale development without damage to the irreplaceable characteristic species, habitats, historic and landscape features.

Biodiversity

Proposals in both the rural and urban area should not harm the integrity of the biodiversity resource as judged by key nature conservation principles, and proposals should seek to conserve and enhance the biodiversity value of the areas which they affect.

Throughout the district there are many sites which support important habitats for a variety of species of plants and animals.  Many of these sites are designated under the European Habitats Directive as sites of European importance, for example the River Eden.  All European sites are protected by national and international legislation in the form of regulations and directives and are shown on the Proposals Map.  Special account will be taken of species protected under national and European legislation.    

Landscape features of major importance for supporting biodiversity are estuary, sand dune, lowland raised mires, basin mires, unimproved wet grasslands and flushes, upland calcereous grassland, blanket bog, heathland, species rich hay meadows, woodlands, tarns, river corridors, hedgerows, walls and green lanes.  Whilst many of these will already be covered by specific designations, there will be others that are not.  The features will be retained, managed and enhanced wherever possible through planning conditions and obligations, and management agreements as appropriate.

Key nature conservation principles that will be applied in site protection planning policies will include:

· affording the highest level of protection and management to those resources which are important and which are irreplaceable within the lifetime of the Plan;

· recognising the UK Biodiversity Action Plan, local Biodiversity Action Plans, regional biodiversity targets set out in RPG 13 and other associated initiatives defining important habitats and species and associated targets;

· recognising the need to return damaged key biodiversity resources (habitats and species) to viable levels through appropriate measures;

· protecting the nature conservation resource by ensuring that there is no net loss in the value of other biodiversity resources in the Plan area;

· allowing for the effects of climate change on vulnerable habitats and species.

Additionally consideration will be given to the impact of proposals on a set of targets and indicators for biodiversity/sustainability objectives as prepared by the North West Biodiversity Forum.  This forum comprises a partnership of statutory authorities, agencies and the voluntary sector, whose recommendations are set within national biodiversity policies that have the status of Government policy.

Delete paragraph 3.7.


POLICY CP03 – Agricultural Land

Objections 5513, 5765, 7227(3 No)


Withdrawn Objections 7027 (1 No)

Supports 5374  (1 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. The wording of criteria 3 of the policy to be amended.  Wording given. 5513
2. Would like 'the best and most versatile agricultural land' identified on proposals map as adopted plan under E1. 5765
3. Policy is outdated and not relevant. Delete Policy. 7227
Summary of Withdrawn

4. 
Policy is inconsistent with the sequential approach to the identification of land for development & agricultural land should not been treated in isolation from other environmental issues. Rephrase to reflect sequential approach. 7027w
Summary of Supports

5.
Support for the policy.  5374
Reasoning and Comments

It is felt that the inclusion of a reference to land whose quality is a high priority within a national conservation targeting process is going beyond the scope of planning policy. (5513)

The reasoning behind not including the best and most versatile agricultural land on the proposals map is that the information we have is only provisional. We do not have detailed, accurate information on all the agricultural land within the district. Officers consider that it would not be appropriate to include the provisional information on the proposals map due to gaps in data and possible inaccuracies.  Provisional information does not include a breakdown of Grade 3 which is required for this policy.  Paragraph 3.19 states that detailed investigations will be undertaken to ascertain the quality of the land in association with planning applications. (5765)


Officers do not agree that this objection is not valid as policy CP03 reflects current guidance on Agricultural development contained within PPS7 (paragraphs 27-29) and therefore is not out of date. The inclusion of this policy is considered to be important as Carlisle District has a high proportion of agricultural land which affords protection. Contrary to the views of the objector the policy is not intended to facilitate development on low grade agricultural land, the policy seeks to set a hierarchy to protect higher grade above the low grade agricultural land. The criteria take into account the importance of sites not only based on agricultural land classification but also the presence of other landscape, historic, wildlife or archaeological designations. (7227)

The policy approach taken is consistent with PPS7. Sequential approach does not need to be referred to in this policy.  (7027w)

Recommendation

No changes to proposals map in response to this representation. (5513, 5765)

Do not delete policy as recommended by objector (7227)

No change to the policy with regard to this representation (7027w)

POLICY CP04 – Design

Objections 5083, 5280, 5335, 5551, 5651, 5694, 5695, 5696, 5748, 7037, 7185, 7282, 8062, 8073, 8085  (15 No)


Withdrawn Objections 5375 (1 No)

Supports, 5667, 5668, 7031, 7123, 7166, 7184, 8037 (7 No) 


Summary of Objections

1.
Objection to wording especially criterion 1. Wording or Criterion 1 to read: "have regard to surrounding buildings in the context of their form in relation to height, scale and massing and making use of appropriate materials and detailing." 5083
2.
Criterion 2 should be reworded to ‘Respect local Landscape Character’ (see comment on Policy CP4).  The supporting text should explain that the Landscape Character approach should help ensure proposals are of a high standard of design and compatible with the local landscape. 5280
3.
Concerned that this is too much of a 'catchall policy'.  It fails to adequately indicate the with given to different elements & such policies can have an unhappy history in day to day use as proposals according with specific policies are said to conflict with general ones.  That is not appropriate in a world with Section 54A of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 5335 
4.
Supports the overall policy, feel there is a missed opportunity to ensure that new development respects adjacent land uses. Criteria 5 to be amended - wording given. 5551
5.
Physical activity, like diet is essential to avoiding cancer, stroke and coronary heart disease. Only about 1/3 of men and 1/4 of women currently achieve a level of activity to reduce their risk of cancer, stroke and coronary heart disease. I believe that any new development should be designed so as to promote walking and cycling and also to provide safe places for children to play. I appreciate that policy CP30 makes specific reference to this, but I believe there should be a cross reference in CP15. Reference to the promotion of walking and cycling and the provision of safe places to play. 5651
6.
Criteria 8 needs to be cross-referenced to Policy CP24. Change to wording - suggested text given. 5694
7.
Criteria 9 needs to include reference to the wise use of water and be cross referenced to CP23. Suggested rewording given. 5695
8.
Additional criteria required that relates flood risk and sustainable drainage. Suggested wording given. 5696
9.
The policy can be strengthened by working in partnership with parish councils to develop Village Design Statements within Parish Plans which could then be adopted a Supplementary Planning Guidance.  Wetheral Parish Council is willing to work with the Planning Department to ensure this will happen in time for the Local Plan to go on deposit. 5748
10.
Firmer guidance on urban design. 7037
11.
3.22 reference to working in partnership should be reworded - text given. 3.23 No ref made to PPS9 or Circular 06/05. 7185
12.
Criteria 6 is too weak.  Design should endeavour to enhance habitats or features for species (bat boxes etc).  ‘Where possible’ seems to relate to both replacement and protection. 7282
13.
Expansion of the text in respect of design codes.  Reference is made to "Ecohomes" as a national scheme which some local authorities have adopted.  Water efficiency is also referred to. 8062
14.
Any design manual which affect the highway should comply with the county council's own standards/guidance and should be recognised in the new text. 8073
15.
Include Parish as well as ward design statements. 8085
Summary of Withdrawn Objections

16.
FLD supports the general thrust of the Policy, but considers that criteria 2 should make reference to landscape character and Policy CP4 as a planning tool to help determine the size, scale and location of any new development (5375w).

Summary of Supports

17.
Support for criterion 8. 5667
18.
Criteria 9 - As a responsible supplier of electricity, United Utilities supports the encouragement of energy efficiency measures. 5668
19.
Welcome new references to landscape Character. 7031
20.
Proposed amendments will significantly improve policy and specifically endorse changes to 2nd bullet point. 7123
21.
Support for rewording of Criterion in line with objection 5083 - (no formal withdrawal) 7166 
22.
Criterion 9. 7184
23.
Support additional text included in response to Carlisle Renaissance in revised redeposit draft which considers design codes & ward design statements & where appropriate their adoption as SPD. 8037
Reasoning and Comments

1
Agree that the use of the term harmonise in criterion may unduly restrict innovative design of new buildings in areas where unconventional designs would not result in harming the character of the area. Propose amending criterion 1 to make it less restrictive.  (5083)

2
Agree that landscape character should be included in the policy however feel that existing wording should be retained and a reference to landscape character added to the end of criterion 2. (5280)


3
The policy was written to be ‘catchall’ in nature in order that it can be effectively applied to all planning applications where design is an element. It is not considered that any of the criteria would conflict with other policies in the plan as essentially they are a list of design principles considered necessary to ensure that consideration of good design is a key aspect of a planning application/permission in line with PPS1. (5335)

4
Agree that reference to adjacent land uses would be useful and relevant to the policy and appropriate additional wording should be added to criterion 5. (5551)
5
Agree that the policy should make reference to the promotion of walking, cycling and the provision of safe places to play and will therefore add reference in the text to this effect. Do not agree that its necessary to cross reference to policy CP15, the plan has been written in such a way that all the Core policies should be applied to proposals where appropriate it is therefore unnecessary to duplicate information or cross reference between policies.(5651)

6
Do not agree to the inclusion of cross referencing, the format of the plan has been designed with the intention that the core policies be applied to all development proposals where appropriate thus negating the need to duplicate information or cross reference policies.  (5694)

7
Cross-referencing unnecessary (for reasons set out above in 5694). Agree to addition of reference in criterion 9 to water conservation as it is important to assist in the conservation of natural resources. (5695)

8
Consider that an additional criterion on flood risk and SUDs is unnecessary as the suggested wording on flooding is covered in policies LE27, LE28 and CP9 no need to duplicate the information (5696)

9
Agree that text could be more positive and encouraging towards partnership working for the production of SPDs e.g. Parish Design statements.(5748)

10
Agree that text should make reference to the urban design guidance that will be produced through Carlisle Renaissance. (7037)
11a
Agree that paragraph 3.22 should be expanded to make reference to working in partnership with other organisations as well as Parish Council’s as providers of guidance and information. 

11b
Whilst paragraph 3.23 makes reference to protected species and consultation with Natural England Officers do not feel it is necessary to make reference to PPS9 or circular 06/05 in this policy as this is dealt with in greater detail in CP1 Landscape Character/Biodiversity. CP1will be expanded to include references to biodiversity in both the urban and rural area. (7185)

12
The wording of criterion 6 should be strengthened, however feel that phrase ‘where possible’ should be retained in the policy to provide some level of flexibility. Additional wording to strengthen the policy in respect of loss of valuable environmental features considered necessary.  (7282)

13
Criterion 9 makes reference to energy and water conservation in order to encourage the incorporation of water conservation in new buildings. The main focus of resource conservation is however within policy CP08 Development, Energy Conservation and Efficiency in which additional text has been suggested regarding water conservation. (8062)
14
Agree that any design manual that affects the highway should comply with the County Council’s highways guidance on the grounds of highway safety. (8073)

15
Text makes reference to Parish design statements in paragraph 3.22. Paragraphs 3.21 and 3.22 need to be redrafted to improve clarity and reduce duplication. (8085)

16
Agree that text should make reference to landscape character as this has a relevance in respect of design considerations. (5375w)
Recommendation

1
Amend criterion1 to read:

‘Have regard to and complement the surrounding buildings in the context of their form in relation to height, scale, massing and making use of appropriate materials and detailing.’ (5083)

2
Include additional wording in criterion 2 to read:

Take into consideration any important landscape or topographical features and respect local landscape character. (5280)

3
No change to policy in line with objection (5335).

4
Additional wording to be added to criterion 5 to read:

Not adversely affect the residential amenity of existing areas, nor adjacent land uses, nor result in unacceptable standards for future users and occupiers of the development.’ (5551)

5
Additional wording at the end of paragraph 3.20 to read:

‘Developments should also seek to encourage the promotion of a healthy lifestyle through providing opportunities for walking and cycling and the provision of safe places to play where appropriate.’ (5651)

6
No change to policy in line with objection. (5694)

7a
Addition of reference to water conservation in criterion 9 to read:

‘Throughout layout and design, encourage the promotion of energy and water conservation by its future occupiers ………..’

7b
No inclusion of cross-referencing. (5695)

8
No change to policy in line with suggestion. (5696)

9
Include the following wording in paragraph 3.22:

‘The City Council will encourage the production of guidance and will work in partnership with Parish Councils in the preparation of such documents where they are not already in place.’ (5748)

10 Amend paragraph to read:

‘In addition the Council will develop Design codes, including ward design statements, and more general guides on particular design issues such as the Carlisle Renaissance Urban Design and Public Realm Framework. In addition informal guidance ….’(7037)
11
Amended paragraph 3.22 to read:

‘The City Council will encourage the production of guidance and will work in partnership with Parish Councils and other organisations in the preparation of such documents where they are not already in place.’ 

Do not include references to PPS9 or circular 06/05 as these are dealt with in Policy CP1 which should, where applicable, be considered alongside this policy in the determination of planning applications. (7185)

12
Additional wording to be added to criterion 6:

Ensure where possible the retention and enhancement of existing trees, shrubs, hedges and other wildlife habitats and the replacement of any environmental feature lost to development. Where environmental features are to be lost as the result of the proposal appropriate mitigation measures should be put in place and on-site replacement of the environmental features should be sought. (7282)

13
No change to policy in line objection, sufficiently covered within local plan. (8062)
14
Add additional text in paragraph 3.21 to read: 

‘Any design manual produce which affects the highway should comply with the County Council’s highways standards/guidance’. (8073)

15 Redraft 3.21 and 3.22 to ensure all design statements are mentioned and information is not duplicated. Revised text to read: 

Consideration must also be given to more detailed and site specific guidance found in supplementary planning documents including the countryside design summary and Parish Design Statements. In addition the Council will develop Design Codes including ward design statements and more general guides on particular design issues such as the Carlisle Renaissance Urban Design and Public Realm Framework. In addition informal guidance such as site appraisals or concept statements will be produced. Where appropriate these will be adopted as supplementary planning documents. The City Council will encourage the production of such guidance and will work in partnership with Parish Councils in the preparation of documents where they are not already in place. (8085)


16
Criterion 2 amended to read:

‘Take into consideration any important landscape or topographical features and respect local landscape character.’ (5375w)

Additional recommendation from CP13

Add new criterion to design policy to read:

“Ensure that the layout and design incorporates adequate space for waste and recycling bin storage and collection” (7278)


POLICY CP05 Residential amenity

Objections
 5567, 7228, 7308 (3 no)

Supports 
 (0 no)

Summary of Objections

1. Policy does not give scope in favour of developments proposals that can address existing detrimental development. There should be a stated presumption in favour of a proposal, which can address existing issues. Case in Point St Ninians Landfill Site (additional information attached. 5567

2. Minimum distances are too restrictive and contrary to achieving NPG on density. Delete amended text after criterion 4 and para 3.28. 7228

3. Minimum of 4 m should be allowed between gable ends' is predicated upon the need for 'maintenance of property'. Adherence is too prescriptive & such needs are dealt with under separate statute. 7308
Reasoning and Comment

Acknowledge that when contaminated land is redeveloped there are potential improvements from development.  This policy is aimed at protecting amenity and not intended to promote certain areas for development.  The use of previously developed land and providing better use of contaminated land are established principles outwith this policy.  There are separate policies to promote development under H16 and a contaminated land policy to deal with relevant issues.  The thrust of this policy is to prevent nuisance to future and existing occupiers.  5567
The standards of 21metres and 12 metres have been in operation as a standard for a number of years when residential proposals are considered.  These are operating nationally with slight variations and are often contained in supplementary planning documents.  They do not prevent higher density developments as these distances are achievable compliant with PPS3 densities.  The policy is intended to protect existing residents and new occupiers from intrusion and overlooking in order to retain a sense of privacy.  Deletion of paragraph and amended policy text is not appropriate as this would make the implementation of the policy more subjective.  (See also 7308 concerning 4m standard) 7228

The 4m distance is based upon the need to ensure that reasonable access is available for the maintenance of properties especially gable ends.  This would avoid the terracing effect of developments where minimum distances of 1m is left between detached properties without considering the use of the property by residents.  Not only is this to facilitate maintenance of properties but also for rear access for work in gardens, refuse collection, etc. Alternative layouts and styles of properties would ensure a mix on site which is to be provided.  Only if a large development of detached houses was planned there could be potential issues with PPS3 compliance on densities. 7308
Additional Officer Comment

When considering the wording of this policy confusion often arises with the use of “primary facing windows” clarification of this term should be added to the policy.

Recommendation

No change with regard to this representation  5567
No change with regard to this representation 7228
No change with regard to this representation 7308
Additional officer recommendation

Insert at paragraph 3.28:

“Primary facing windows are those windows which serve the main habitable rooms and are situated in the front and rear elevations of standard dwellings.  Where the internal layout and design of the property is not of traditional format primary facing windows are the large windows in sitting rooms, dining rooms and kitchens but exclude side windows usually of smaller proportions especially where there is a dual aspect.”

POLICY CP09 – Sustainable Drainage

Objections 5071, 5671, 5709, 5710, 7187, 7188 ( 6 No)


Supports 5379 (1 No) 
Withdrawn (0 No)
Summary of Objections

1. Want to ensure that proposed new development on the Sawmill site will be developed with a sustainable drainage system in the later phases. (5071)
2. Supports the principle of SUDS, but United Utilities’ policy is currently not to adopt any SUDS structures unless maintenance arrangements and Legal agreements are in place. Additional wording - text given. (5671)
3. Acknowledge that no objections were raised to the wording after previous consultation.  However experience has shown that the promotion of SUDS should not be restricted to only large g/f developments. Suggest Policy Revised - Text given. (5709)
4. Requires further clarity and to provide further information. Suggested rewording for 1st & 6th sentences. (5710)
5. The new wording reflects objection 5709 further review has highlighted that no reference is made to water quality measures. Request additional criterion - wording given. (7187)
6. 3.44 - wording reflects objection 5710 but revision requested with additional wording - text given. Additional sentence is also recommended before penultimate sentence. 3.45 - implication that SUDS is only applicable to large developments.  To overcome this revised text given. (7188)
Summary of Supports

7. Support.  (5379)
Reasoning and Comments

1 The comment (objection) relates to a specific planning application for housing on the former sawmill site at Longtown.  (Application 04/0073)  The application has not yet been determined but the details of a SUDS system of drainage are under discussion and will be required by planning condition should the planning application be approved.  (5071)

2 Maintenance arrangements for SUDS devices are critical or further problems could be created by their incorporation.  Agree to a reference and the wording suggested.  (5671)

3 
The suggested policy wording is clumsy ….  ‘All proposals … incorporate SUDS unless’  unless being followed by four conditions.  The wording of the policy is positive in tone and clear in its wording, that SUDS will apply when three conditions apply.   The policy wording was modified after the Deposit draft to incorporate the suggested wording but with a positive emphasis.  (5709)

4 Agree with the suggested wording which aids clarity.  The Deposit draft policy wording was amended accordingly.  The reference to PPG25 needs to be amended  now that PPS25 has been published. (5710)

5 Agree that there needs to be reference to water quality treatment measures and the removal of pollutants.  (7187)
6 Agree that the four minor amendments to the text suggested would aid clarity.  (7188)
Additional Officer Comments:

7 Government guidance now consistently refers to sustainable drainage systems as SUDS rather than SuDS.  (PPS25 December 2006)

Recommendations

1 No change to the policy in response to this representation. (5071)

2 Amend the details of SUDS required for criterion 3, as adoption details are critical and necessary.  Delete  under 3  ‘, where appropriate,’  Add after ‘adoption details’  ‘as unless maintenance and legal agreements are in place SUDS structures will not be adopted by the statutory sewerage undertaker.’  (5671)
3 No further change necessary to this representation.  (5709)

4 Change para. 3.44 reference to government guidance (12th line) as PPG25 is superseded.  Sentence beginning: ‘The use of SUDS is referred to in PPS25 paragraph 8 and Annex F paragraphs F7 to F14’. (5710)

5 Add text to policy wording reference to the details of SUDs needed after detail 2:

‘Pollution prevention and water quality treatment measures together with details of the pollutant removal capacity; and’   (7187)

6 Add text in para. 3.44 1st line after ‘devices’  ‘or a series of complementary devices’

Add text to para. 3.44 before the sentence ‘The use of SUDS …’   ‘Consequently the use of SUDS should be considered at the earliest possible stage in the preparation of a planning application in conjunction with the landscape scheme’.

Revise text of para. 3.45 1st line:  insert wording after ‘most types of’ 

‘development where the area of impermeable surface is to be increased, particularly’   (7188)

Additional Officer Recommendation

7
Replace abbreviation SuDS throughout the policy with SUDS. 


POLICY CP10 – Protection of Groundwaters and Surface Waters

Objections 5566, 5711, 5712, 5713 ( 4 No)


Supports 5672, 7189 (2 No) 
Withdrawn (0 No)
Summary of Objections

1. Presumption in favour of new development which can provide water protection improvements.  (additional information re St Ninians Road, landfill is attached arguing for the allocation of all the site for housing – Policy H16)  (5566)
2. Does not accurately reflect the natural asset to be protected. Title of the Policy to be changed - suggestions made. (5711)
3. To avoid confusion suggest that para (3.102) 3.46 is restricted to water supply. Revised text as suggested. (5712)
4. No reference is made to the fact that modern houses incorporate many devices that expend large volumes of water. Additional sentence to be added as suggested. (5713)
Summary of Supports

5. Where there is a sustained lack of capacity they welcome the support in the local plan for restriction of development.  (5672) 

6. Support Policy; paras.3.46 and 3.48.   (7189)
Reasoning and Comments

1
The situation referred to is specific to one particular site which is the subject of a representation to allocate the site for housing (and subsequently a planning application). To be dealt with under Policy H16. (5566)

2
The previous use of the terms ‘water protection and water environment’ was too vague; the water natural resource is better defined more specifically as groundwater and surface waters are finite and abstractions are limited to protect the environment and the resource.  (5711)

3
Agree that the text should refer to water supplies and more appropriate reference to the constraints of planning permission and potential use of conditions. (5712)

4
Given the tendency for new development to be supplied with newly fitted labour saving devices this can impact on the use of water.  Agree to add text to the supporting paragraphs to reflect this. (5713)

Additional Officer Comments

Insert new para. after 3.48 (and re-number 3.49), as the Environment Agency’s ‘Eden and Esk Catchment Abstraction Management Strategy’ published in 2006 sets out how the water in the two catchments will be managed to balance the demands on the resource. The strategy is directly relevant to the subject matter of this policy.

Recommendation

1
No change to policy.  (5566)

2
Amend title and subsequent references to “Groundwaters and Surface Waters” (5711)

3
Amend paragraph 3.46 as suggested to read: “…water supplies exist or can not be provided within the time constraint of the planning permission.  Where such provision is possible planning conditions may need….”  (5712)

4
Add “and designed” in paragraph 3.46.  Insert an additional sentence in paragraph 3.48 to read:  “Modern house designs now include many labour-saving devices which expend large volumes of water, examples being automatic washing machines, dishwashers and power showers.”  (5713)

Additional Officer Recommendation

Insert additional paragraph after 3.48 to read:

‘Since the Local Plan was published the Eden and Esk Catchment Abstraction Management Strategy has been published’ (2006).  The document gives information about how much surface water and groundwater is available for further abstraction from the main rivers and tributaries.  It also outlines the strategy for managing water resources through abstraction licensing. ‘

Renumber subsequent paragraphs


POLICY  CP11 (CP24) – Foul and Surface Water Sewerage

Objections  5714, 5715, 7190, (3 No)


Supports  5673, 5674, 7191, 8086, 8092 (5 No) 
Withdrawn (0 No)
Summary of Objections

1. Does not accurately reflect the type of infrastructure to which it refers. Changes to be made as suggested. (5714)
2. Does not make reference to groundwater & surface waters, sewage treatment package plants and the requirements of circular 3/99. Amendment to text as suggested. (5715)
3. Sewage treatment is in title but not in policy wording. (7190)
Summary of Supports

4. Support the view that development will not be permitted where inadequate sewerage & treatment infrastructure exists. (5673)
5. Support control of septic tank discharges. (5674) 

6. Support; no wording given. (7191)

7. Support for ensuring sewerage capacity is adequate particularly in relation to new housing development . (8086)
8. Pleased to see agreement that flooding carries potentially significant environmental, economic & safety implications and that a reference to SUDS has been incorporated. (8092)
Reasoning and Conclusions

1   The amended wording suggested has been used in the Redeposit and Revised Redeposit draft District Local Plans to more accurately reflect the type of infrastructure to which it is concerned with and to accord with the requirements of Circular 3/99.   (5714 and 5715) 

2   It is acknowledged that there could be a reference to sewage treatment capacity in the policy wording as the need for capacity is a different issue to the infrastructure.  Add a reference to ‘sewage treatment capacity’ to the policy 2nd line after ‘infrastructure’.   The suggestion was made from the Strategic Environmental Assessment that a reference to the capacity would strengthen the policy.  Para. 3.50 of the policy already mentions the requirement for an assessment of capacity of sewerage systems to comply with advice in Circular 3/99 Annex A.  (7190)

Recommendation

1   No change to the policy with regard to the wording.  (5714 and 5715)

2   Add to policy wording 2nd line after ‘infrastructure’  ‘and sewage treatment capacity’ 

(7190)


POLICY CP12 - Pollution

Objections 5489, 5565, 5716, 7193, 7229 (5 No)


Supports 5380, 7192, 8100  (3 No) 
Withdrawn (0 No)
Summary of Objections

1. Feels the benefits of the Northern Development Route have been overstated. (5489)
2. Presumption in favour of development which can reduce pollution already in existence. (additional information re St Ninians Road, landfill is attached). This is dealt with in the response to H16. (5565)
3. No reference to pollution during construction. Rewording suggested. (5716)
4. Support the spirit of the new wording, do not feel use of the word emissions is correct. Suggested changes. (7193)
5. Statement re CNDR infers that building more roads will cut traffic pollution.  Traffic figures have never been validated and are not relevant to Plan.  Policy in general does not refer to any other scheme but CNDR. Delete para 3.56. (7229)
Summary of Supports

6. Support  5380 
7. Support  7192
8. In accordance with para 13 of PPS9. 8100
Reasoning and Conclusions

1,5
The volumes of traffic on major road arteries and their impact on the quality of the air are of concern.  An Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) has been declared for the A7 from Hardwick Circus to the M6 and a draft action plan has been published.  Parts of Currock Street have been declared an AQMA.  Although accommodating road traffic volumes is a matter for Cumbria County Council and the Local Transport Plan, congestion and pollution of the air that arises form road traffic movements is a spatial planning concern which is relevant to this policy about pollution generally.   The opening of the CNDR could play a major part in helping to reduce (air) pollution significantly at locations along the A7 and Currock Street.  The CNDR will remove significant volumes of through traffic from the A7 and central Carlisle.  It therefore is relevant to mention it.  (5489)  (7229)

1
Para. 3.56 about the CNDR could be amended to reflect the latest position on nitrogen dioxide levels and a reference to the volumes of traffic is not directly relevant to this policy. Amend to exceeded rather than exceed, to reflect that air quality monitoring has established pollutant levels (5489) 

2
The objection to the policy concerning the remediation of contaminated land at St Ninians Road is not directly relevant to this policy as it concerns the lack of housing land allocation at St Ninians Road. There is a need to find ways to deal with existing significant pollution of land, including at the St Ninians allocated housing site.  A developer would normally be expected to deal with any contaminated land problem and conduct site investigations;  this would be investigated in the course of consultations on any planning application. (e.g. with the HSE and with the Environmental Protection Service)  The Council’s Contaminated Land Strategy is identifying sites and suggesting measures to deal with problems.  To be dealt with under policy H16 and refer to policy LE30 (5565) 

3
Agree that pollution can occur during the development of a site and afterwards.  The suggested text should be incorporated.  (5716)  

4
The policy text was amended after the objection to the Deposit draft was received and the majority of the suggested text incorporated.  The reference to the ‘maintenance of oil interceptors’ was not regarded as essential to the supporting text.      (7193)

Recommendation

1,5
Delete 1st sentence of para. 3.56 which refers to traffic volumes ‘The proposed five mile…..HGVs.’  Add ‘harmful’ before ‘emissions’  Replace next sentence ‘This’ with ‘The proposed Carlisle Northern Development Route, by removing thousands of through vehicles from the Carlisle urban area,’ will help to decrease …..  safety limits    Delete ‘are predicted to’ and  replace ‘exceed’ with ‘exceeded’. (5489, 7229)

2
No changes to this policy in respect of this representation but See Policies LE30 and H16.    (5565)  

3
Amend the policy to replace “after the development” with “either during construction or on completion”. (5716)

4
‘Emissions’ is a correct word to refer to as it means ‘a substance or fluid that is emitted, a discharge’.  (Collins English Dictionary)  It refers to outputs from the exhausts of vehicles which are absorbed in the air.  (7193)


POLICY CP13 – Waste Minimisation and Recycling of Waste

Objections 5107, 5742, 7167, 7194, 7278 (5 No)


Supports 5382, (1 No) 
Withdrawn (0 No)
Summary of Objections

1. Reference should be made to BPEO for waste to take account of hierarchy of options, proximity principles and regional self sufficiency. (5107)
2. Support for the aims of the policy.  However it does not address the implications of the proposed assessment by the waste audit. Policy should be made clearer and more explicit, perhaps by reference in the supporting text. (5742)
3. The Policy should either be removed or the last sentence be used as the basis for a policy to be worded as suggested. - Text given. (7167)
4. words "produced on site" to be added to the final sentence of the Policy. para 3.59 - "awareness" be replaced with 'profile'. ( 7194)
5. Greater emphasis could be given within the policy to what type of facilities should be provided in new developments; e.g. sufficient space to separate and store individual waste streams and enable kerbside collection of materials.( 7278)
Summary of Supports

6. Support.  (5382)

Reasoning and Conclusions

1,4
There is no need to refer directly to the need to establish the BPEO for waste, to take account of the hierarchy of options as this is set out in the options 1 to 6 in the policy.  The proximity principle is implicit in the policy as it asks for certain specified planning applications to provide facilities for storage, collection and recycling.  Add to the policy last sentence after 6., ‘All such planning applications ….. waste ‘produced on the site’  to accord with PPS10 and to make it clear that the concern is with the origin of the waste. It is agreed that preference for the disposal of waste should be given to sites where energy can be recovered, but this is a policy matter for the Cumbria Minerals and Waste LDF Core Strategy; it could be clarified in consultations on waste audits when submitted.  (5107) (7194)

2
The assessment of an audit will take place during the consideration of a planning application and will be subject to negotiation and clarification. (5742)

3
The wording suggested is too general, though what is proposed in the wording would be an integral part of any waste audit.  (7167)

4
Agree that use of the word ‘awareness’ instead of ‘profile’ in para. 3.59 3rd line from the end line does convey a more precise and pertinent meaning.  (7194)

5
Agree that the policy might go into the detail of the types of facilities that could be provided, but on balance it is felt that detail such as this is more appropriately covered in the design policy CP4.  Additional detail could be provided by the way of an SPD.  (7278)

Additonal Officer Comments

6
The text was revised at the Redeposit draft stage as a result of discussions with the Waste Services Manager, to update the policy in response to new government guidance.  Two corrections to the text in paras. 3.58 and 3.59 need to be made.  

Recommendation

1,4
End of policy wording, “All such planning applications …. recycling of waste” add ‘produced on the site’.  (5107) (7194)

2
No change to the policy with regard to this representation.  (5742)
3
No change to the policy as a result of this representation.   (7167)
4
Replace ‘para. 3.59 next but the last sentence ‘the profile’ with ‘awareness’.  (7194) 

5
No change to the policy as a result of this representation.   (7167)
Additional Recommendation

6
To correct inaccuracies in text:  para. 3.58  4th line delete ‘Proposed Changes June 2004’ and

Para. 3.59 line 9 replace ‘9.49% in 2003-4’ with ‘25.73% in 2004/05’ 


POLICY CP14 – Access, Mobility and Inclusion

Objections
5164, 7168, 7290 (3 no)

Supports 
 5456, (1 no)

Summary of Objections

1. Link to Policy CP30 (Objection No 5165). CP29 & 30 should be merged and express them as criteria-based Policy. 5164
2. request deletion of the phrase "through the submission of an access statement alongside their planning application" 7168
3. Omission - additional text given 7290
Summary of Support

4. The recognition which the text gives to the special requirements when considering access to historic buildings and areas is supported. 5456

Reasoning and Comment

Policy CP14 and CP15 (former CP29&30) cover two different aspects of transport and accessibility.  One is aimed at providing alternatives to reliance upon the car and a greater pedestrian emphasis in development proposals.  The second is ensuring access for all to buildings.  They are not the same issue and should not be merged.  Agree that they should be more prominent on the plan and remain in a shortened Core Policy section.  It is agreed that bullet 5 is generic and advisory and therefore should not be contained within the policy.  5164
Access statements are now required as a matter of course in relation to planning applications of a certain type.  The reference in the policy is now a duplication of the regulations and could be removed. 7168
The objector appears to want sites protected from any change however this policy is designed to ensure that proposals for development take into account accessibility requirements for those with disability or mobility difficulties.  It is no the intention of the policy to safeguard the status quo.  7290

Recommendation

Move bullet 5 out of the policy and add to supporting text in paragraph 3.62  5164
Delete reference to “through the submission of an access statement alongside their planning application” in the policy.  7168
No change with regard to this representation.  7290

POLICY CP15 – Public Transport, Pedestrians and Cyclists

Objections
5034, 5077, 5108, 5165, 5282, 5384,  (6 no)

Withdrawn Objection  5166

Supports 
5383,  (1 no) 
Summary of Objections

1. Wants policy to improve pedestrian access on carriageways and increase zebra crossings. 5034
2. Contributions from developers should also include the need for cycleway & footway development & improvement. 5108
3. Link to Policy CP29 (Objection No 5164). CP29 & 30 should be merged and express them as criteria-based Policy. 5165
4. The Agency supports the thrust of this policy, which seeks to promote sustainable means of transport.  It is important however, that the policy (in particular the first sentence of the second paragraph) does not preclude development in rural areas on the basis that there is an existing lack of availability of alternative modes of transport. (Whilst the potential for investment in public transport is recognised in paragraph 3.122, it only applies to ‘major new developments or the expansion of existing sites’). It might be that some developments in rural areas are capable of being better served by public transport or have better cycle and pedestrian links to other areas. The first sentence of the second paragraph should be revised to ‘In assessing the suitability of new developments account will be taken as to the potential availability of alternative modes of transport to the private car...’.  The supporting text should support this by explaining the particular accessibility problems that rural areas have and that the policy should be positive towards development proposals that seek to address these problems. 5282
5. FLD supports this Policy, but considers that it should be inter-related to Paragraph 2.19, and the Government’s guidance in PPG13, which seeks to reduce the need to travel, especially by the private car. The approach taken in this Policy should be more fully developed and embodied in the core sustainable development strategy, which should inform the location, type and scale of new development as outlined in CP1. The Government’s aim to reduce the need to travel, and fully utilise existing land-use resources by minimising the take-up of greenfield sites by giving a preference to the use of previously-developed sites lies at the heart of a sustainable development strategy. Hence Policy CP30 should be clearly cross-referenced to Policy CP1 and to Paragraph 2.19. 5384

Summary of Withdrawn Objections  

Reference to Transport Assessments and Green Travel Plans to be changed to 'Travel Plans' as per PPG13.  5166
Summary of Support

6. Part Support. 5383

Reasoning and Comment

It is not the role of the Local Plan to advocate changes to road safety measures.  The references by the objector to removal of barriers and increased crossings are for the highway authority to consider in the context of road users and pedestrians.  It is agreed that particularly with regard to castle Way this is an issue and work is being undertaken through Carlisle Renaissance to investigate options for improvements to the pedestrian environment.  This policy does in general terms seek to improve the pedestrian environment where there are development proposals but the policy cannot introduce other changes in the area.  The Local Transport Plan also has a more sustainable transport emphasis than previous versions.  5034
Note and agree that developments should also contribute towards improvements of cycleway and footway access as long as it relates to the development proposals through the use of S106 planning obligations as appropriate.  5108
Policy CP14 and CP15 (former CP29&30) cover two different aspects of transport and accessibility.  One is aimed at providing alternatives to reliance upon the car and a greater pedestrian emphasis in development proposals.  The second is ensuring access for all to buildings.  They are not the same issue and should not be merged.  5165
Whilst acknowledge that accessibility is limited in rural areas there are serious concerns that inserting vague wording of “potential” availability of alternative modes could lead to sporadic development.  Aspirational elements of Parish plans are not indicators that actions would happen and it is therefore difficult to judge at what point potential would be realised.  5282
Acknowledge that there are linkages between the two policies but the plan should be read as a whole without the need for extensive cross referencing.  5384
Travel Plans and Transport Assessments are already covered by references to the related structure Plan policies and text in paragraph 3.66.  They are an implementation tool of the policy and do not need to be referenced in the policy.  5166w

Recommendation

No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  5034
Add reference to paragraph 3.65 to read:  “The use of S106 Agreements may be required for improvements to the cycleway and footway network dependent upon the proposed development and location of the site.”  5108
No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  5165
No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  5282
No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  5384
No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  5166w

Chapter 4  - General Comments

Objections
 5254, 5545, 5662 (3 no)

Supports
5084, 5089, 7001, 7003 (4 no)

Summary of Objections

1. It does not appear that the council has undertaken an up to date, district wide, retail capacity assessment to identify whether such a need exists. A study to be undertaken to assess whether additional capacity exists for further retail floorspace and where is should be located. 5662
2. The Plan should include a policy that confirms the key tests which key town centre use proposals beyond the city centre shopping are is required to satisfy PPG6. (suggested wording enclosed) 5545
3. Would like the inclusion of an additional Policy relating to Kingmoor Park. Suggestions for what could be included in the Policy supplied. 5254
Summary of Supports

4. Welcomes the inclusion of retail issues within this chapter. 5084
5. Support the council's recognition of the important function provided by Tesco at Rosehill being identified as 'Primary Retail Area' on urban Inset Map No 1. 5089
6. Support for Paras relating to Policies EC16 & EC17. 7001 

7. Support for Paras 4.57 - 4.60 of Policies EC16 & EC17, 7003
Reasoning and Comment

Agree that the recognition of Kingmoor Park as a Regional Investment Site should have a specific policy reference in the plan.  This would be best placed in Policy EC20 to include specific reference to Kingmoor Park.  5254
Agree that the plan needs to refer to the sequential approach.  This is however more appropriate earlier on in the plan in relation to policy DP1 which sets out the sustainable development locations.  This relates to a number of uses over and above those in Chapter 4 of the plan and therefore is a more appropriate location in the plan.  5545
The Deposit local Plan was based on a 2000 retail capacity study which provided information up to 2011.  This was adequate to form the plan strategy.  Due to delays in the plan process this has been updated in 2006 and the revised redeposit plan took on board aspects of the findings.  The plan is based on up-to-date retail capacity information.  5662
Recommendation

Amend Policy EC20 to include :

“Kingmoor Park is designated on the Proposals Map as a Regional Investment Site in accordance with RPG13 and the North West Regional Economic Strategy.  A central hub for the Regional Investment Site will be developed at the link with the CNDR where it traverses the site.”  5254

Amend policy DP1 to include reference to sequential approach.  (as set out in the redeposit plan)  5545
No change with regard to this representation.  5662

POLICY  EC01 – Primary Employment Areas

To follow
POLICY EC03 – Office Development

Objections
 5116, 6005, 8054 (3 no. )

Withdrawn Objection 5177 (1)

Supports 
0  (0 no. )


Summary of Objections

1. The sequential test for the location of retail, leisure and office development needs to be carried forward more explicitly in the plan. 5116
2. Policy is limited and does not look at the potential for change of use of properties within such designated sites.  Insert an additional sentence - suggested wording given. 6005
3. Add "and parking" traffic flow considerations.8054
Summary of Withdrawn Objections

4.
In order to confirm the provision of PPG12 as assessment of the likely transport impact of the developments should be taken individually and cumulatively to quantify and evaluate the impact of the proposed allocations on the trunk road network.  Proposals for opportunities to promote significant modal shift to public transport need to be identified & assessed in  order to achieve a suitable reduction in the impact of development traffic on the trunk road network.  5177w
Reasoning and Comment

1. Agree that there needs to be clearer acknowledgement of the sequential approach within the plan.  This needs to address all the types of development and therefore needs to be at two levels within the plan.  It is more appropriate therefore to put such a statement in the Sustainable Development Locations policy DP1 as well as reference in this policy.  5116

2. Agree with some aspects of this representation regarding the potential for other uses.  Further work through Carlisle Renaissance seeks to address the stock of offices throughout the City.  There is therefore some scope to consider alternative use.  6005
3. The green text was introduced in relation to the Strategic Environmental Assessment.  Sustainable transport refers to alternatives necessarily to the car where possible.  This is referred to policy CP15 of the plan and no cross reference is required.  Parking is a separate issue not related to the SEA reference.  All proposals need to comply with PPG13, Regional Spatial Strategy and Joint Structure Plan which cover parking requirements.  There is no need to repeat this within the policy. 8054
4. There are no allocations referred to in this policy.  This is a general policy regarding existing primary office areas.  The objection therefore does not relate to the intent of the policy. (5177w)
Recommendation

1a
Add new references in policy DP1 for the sequential approach.

Amend policy DP1 to add:

“Within these locations development proposals will be assessed against a sequential approach for the need to be in the location specified. I particular proposals for retail, office and leisure developments will all be subject to the sequential approach contained in paragraph 2.44 in PPS6.” 

Also amend paragraph 2.23 to refer to “PPS Guidance” 

1b
Amend Policy EC3 to add:

“Excluding existing permitted uses or allocations within this plan, proposals for office development outside the Primary Office Area will be expected to satisfy the sequential test as set out in PPS6 focussing on the City Centre of Carlisle.” 5116

2 Add to policy EC3 “Within the Primary Office Area where the building was originally constructed for residential use, proposals for change of use back to residential use may be acceptable provided that the residential amenity and the amenity of neighbouring users is not compromised.”  

In addition insert new paragraph after para 4.15 to support this policy to read: “Some offices within Carlisle’s central primary office area have already been converted from older housing stock.  The use of these buildings may not cater fully for a modern office environment.  It may be feasible to convert some of these buildings back to residential use.  New office development is being encouraged within the City Centre to provide a more vibrant office market and strengthen the local economy.  Through Carlisle renaissance, these will be focussed on the redevelopment of sites within and around the City Centre.”  6005
3 & 4
No change to the plan with regard to these representations. (8054, 5177w)

POLICY EC04 – City Centre Shopping

Objections
 5080 , 5086, 5087, 7172, 8055, 8067 ( 6  )

Withdrawn Objections 5178 (1 No )

Supports 5663, 7169 ( 2  )



Summary of Objections

1. Proposals Map (Urban Area Inset Map 1) identifies a number of existing retail facilities in light blue where the key states policy EC5 will apply.  EC5 only relates to city centre shopping area. Key to the proposals map should be amended to identify the existing retail facilities under Policy EC6 where large stores and retail warehouses will be appropriate. 5080
2. Policy makes reference to 'City Centre Shopping Area' whilst the Proposals Map (Inset 1a) reference is made to the 'Primary Retail Area' and policy EC5. To ensure clarity terminology should be the same and feel the term Primary Retail Area is appropriate as it covers primary retail frontages and more secondary retail areas.  Also in line with PPS6. 5086
3. Criteria 2 of the Policy re traffic generation. Want wording changed to: 'additional traffic generated can be satisfactorily accommodated on the surrounding road network.'5087
4. Objection to the inclusion of Primary Retail Area on the proposals map on land south of the city at Currock Rd and should be removed. 7172
5. Add "and parking" traffic flow considerations. 8055
6. Additional text after 4.16 should be deleted as it is duplication of definition already addressed on page 50. 8067
Summary of Withdrawn Objections

7
In order to confirm the provision of PPG12 as assessment of the likely transport impact of the developments should be taken individually and cumulatively to quantify and evaluate the impact of the proposed allocations on the trunk road network. 5178w
Summary of Supports

8
Supports the identification of Asda's existing store at chandler Way as Primary Retail Area. 5663
9 Support for wording of criterion 2 has been adopted re objection 5087 7169 

Reasoning and Conclusions

1
It is agreed that there is a discrepancy between the proposals map designations and the Key.  The objector is correct that the designation of retail stores around the city shown in light blue relates to the redeposit Policy EC05 and not Policy EC04 for the City Centre.  The same colouration was used on the Inset Map 1a as well as inset map 1 and the key unfortunately was not amended. 5080
2
It is agreed that there is an inconsistency between the proposals map and the policy in terminology.  The area designated shows the primary retail area as different from the secondary areas in the centre and this should be correctly referenced in the policy.  5086
3
Agree that criterion 2 of the policy as originally worded is too onerous particularly with changing patterns of delivery from existing retail premises.  Concur with the objector however it is considered that the heart of the primary retail area is a conservation area and whilst the highway authority will consider all development proposals it is this specific part of the primary retail area where greatest impact may occur. 5087
4
This objection has arisen from a lack of clarity between Proposals Map Inset 1 and Inset 1a where the same colour designation has been used and an incorrect policy reference.  Neither the Tesco Site and Rosehill nor the Currock Road site should be referred to as Primary Retail Area as this relates to the central area of Carlisle.  Both should be referenced to policy EC5 Large Stores and Retail Warehouses, which includes both sites. 7172

5
The green text was introduced in relation to the Strategic Environmental Assessment.  Sustainable transport refers to alternatives necessarily to the car where possible.  This is referred to policy CP15 of the plan and no cross reference is required.  Parking is a separate issue not related to the SEA reference.  All proposals need to comply with PPG13, Regional Spatial Strategy and Joint Structure Plan which cover parking requirements.  There is no need to repeat this within the policy. 8055
6
Agree with the objector that there is some repetition with the new paragraph introduced in connection with policy EC2 however the policies relate to specific designations on the proposals map.  Around the city centre there are a number of land uses, mixed commercial designations only apply to part of that area.  In order to ensure that this issue is considered by relevant proposals in other parts of the central area it requires reference in the supporting text to policy EC4. 8067
7
This objection related to the potential for allocations to generate additional traffic impact on highway infrastructure relating to the Highways Agency responsibilities.  There are no specific allocations regarding this policy as it relates to the existing primary retail area within the City Centre. This has been acknowledged by the objector and the objection withdrawn. 5178w
Recommendation

1
Amend key on Proposals Map Inset 1 to ensure designation of retail stores around the city as shown in light blue relates to redeposit policy EC05. 5080
2
Amend all references in the policy and supporting text to replace “City Centre Shopping Area” with “Primary Retail Area”. 5086
3 Amend criterion 2 of policy to read:

“traffic generated by proposals within the City Centre Conservation Area can be satisfactorily accommodated on the surrounding road network; and,” 5087
4
No change to the plan with regard to this representation. 7172
5
No change to the plan with regard to this representation. 8055
6
No change to the plan with regard to this representation. 8067
7
No change to the plan with regard to this representation. 5178w

POLICY EC05 – Large Stores and Retail Warehouses

To follow
POLICY EC11 – Rural Diversification

Objections 5109, 5349, 5352, 5390, 6006, 7233 (6 No)


Supports 5286, 7034 (2 No) 
Withdrawn 5181, 5515 (2 No)
Summary of Objections

1. To comply with the Structure Plan new buildings for employment use in open countryside (i.e. outside defined key Service Centres and villages identified as Local Service Centres) should only be permitted where it forms the expansion of an existing business in situ.  New business developments should be required to follow the spatial development strategy set out in the Structure Plan which gives first priority to key and defined local service centres and then the reuse of previously used buildings etc. 5109
2. Policy is too inflexible in a number of respects including 60:40 split.  Suggest the policy be worded to ring fence a minimum proportion of workspace, perhaps 20% for work purposes. Last sentence of the policy is considered unreasonable as there may be instances where employment is no longer justified and finding replacement space elsewhere is impractical. 5349
3. Policy is permissive of conversion throughout the rural area but could be more positive in encouraging the development of new premises in villages for workspace etc in line with Policy RU2 of RPG13. 5352
4. criteria 2 of this Policy would benefit by having a cross –reference to an expanded version of the landscape character Policy CP4. Consideration should be given to factors such as tranquillity as part of the landscape character assessment. Recommend the insertion of the word “traditional“ after existing in the first sentence to the Policy. 5390
5. Conversion of farm premises to live/work units implies conversion to dwellings which will adversely affect the character of the original buildings.  In para 4.44 'surplus' is inappropriate. Delete final para of policy plus para 4.42 & 4.43.  Delete words 'surplus' from 'surplus rural buildings' in para 4.44. 7233
6. Welcomes the inclusion of a re-use policy, but the wording is restrictive in its nature of uses that can be adopted in the rural areas.  To bring in line with PPG3 suggest an additional sentence at end of the policy - suggested wording given. 6006
Summary of Withdrawn Objections

7. In order to confirm the provision of PPG12 as assessment of the likely transport impact of the developments should be taken individually and cumulatively to quantify and evaluate the impact of the proposed allocations on the trunk road network.  Proposals for opportunities to promote significant modal shift to public transport need to be identified & assessed in order to achieve a suitable reduction in the impact of development traffic on the trunk road network. (5181w)
8.
Supports the thrust of the policy but recommends the inclusion of an additional item under 'Proposals should'. Wording given. (5515w)
Summary of Supports

9. The Agency welcomes this positive policy on rural diversification.  In particular we are pleased that the policy not only allows the reuse of buildings but also new buildings for economic development purposes.  It is important that these forms of development are sustainable and therefore it is appropriate that there are criteria which development should meet. 5286
10. Welcome new text recognising the need to strengthen the economy in rural areas. 7034
Reasoning and Comments

a) First part of objection regarding amending the policy to comply with the Structure Plan is no longer applicable as the adopted Structure Plan policy EM15 (Employment Development in Rural Areas) no longer makes reference to restricting the development of new buildings for employment use to be linked to an existing business (resulting from the EIP panels report stating wording is too restrictive) therefore the objection is not longer relevant.

b) Agree that the supporting text should make reference to the spatial development strategy wording in the text to be added. (5109)
Policy does not make reference to land allocations therefore the objection was not relevant to this policy – objection unconditionally withdrawn. (5181w)
Officers suggest the splitting of policy EC11 to create a new policy for live work units. This will allow for greater flexibility in the percentages expected for the work element of the scheme. The intention is to allow for more flexibility in more sustainable locations, therefore the policy will be written in line with the settlement hierarchy as currently set out in the local plan. The policy should not be seen as a means of providing housing is unsustainable locations therefore it is essential where the proposals are located in open countryside that they are connected to dedicated work space hence the higher percentage for the work element in these locations. A minimum of 20% is considered to low for certain locations and therefore the revised policy is a more effective means of providing live/work units. The reference to in the region of allows for slight flexibility rather than stipulating 60:40 exactly. Agree that the wording is unreasonable and that there may be circumstances where finding a replacement employment use is not practical. Consider that other policies in the plan would provide sufficient restriction to avoid abuse of the policy without this statement. (5349)

The intention of the policy is to encourage the diversification of the economy in rural areas. Officers feel that the policy sufficiently supports and encourages the development of new premises in villages for workspace both within the policy and supporting text therefore additional references are considered unnecessary. Reference to policy RU2 of RPG13 no longer valid, no replacement policy in RSS. (5352)
Do not agree to the inclusion of a cross reference to policy CP1, the local plan has been written in such a way that the Core Policies should be applied to all relevant proposals therefore a reference is not required. Policy CP1 will be revised to include a reference to tranquillity as pat of an assessment of landscape character therefore this objection will be more appropriately addressed in CP1. Agree to the inclusion of the word traditional in the first paragraph of the policy as traditionally constructed buildings can contribute to the landscape character of an area and therefore there conversion as part of a rural diversification scheme can contribute to their retention in the countryside. (5390)
Agree that the policy does lack reference to impact on nature conservation interests, therefore agree to the inclusion of the additional wording suggested. (5515w)

The purpose of the policy is to provide employment opportunities in the rural area and as such is not restrictive in allowing for these uses. Other policies in the plan namely DP1 and H1 deal with the suitability of locations for housing etc. It is not the intention of EC11 to covering conversion to residential or uses which are not considered to diversify the rural economy as they would not constitute rural diversification. (6006)

Live/work units enable the development of small-scale businesses; this can be particularly beneficial in the rural area where there has been a decline in rural employment due to changes/decline in farming. Combining the employment element of a scheme to a residential use provides a sustainable option for rural enterprise reducing distances travelled to work and encouraging the development of new rural businesses. Control over the use of the building and percentage split of the work/live elements will be controlled and monitored through the planning system by means of condition or s106 agreement which will tie the two elements together. This approach has been used in other areas and is considered to be an acceptable approach. Conversion of buildings for alternative uses can affect the character of the building and its setting, however other policies in the plan are in place to consider these aspects of a proposal. The farm subsidy scheme is not relevant to this policy which is considering alternative uses to diversify the rural economy.  Policy EC11 is to be split to consider live/work as a separate policy issue from rural diversification this will allow for greater flexibility in the percentage split allowed in more sustainable locations. Therefore live work element will be deleted from policy EC11. Do not agree to the deletion of paragraphs 4.42 or 4.43 for the reasons set out above. Agree to the deletion of the word surplus in paragraph 4.44 as this judgement will no doubt have been made by the applicant prior to submitting a scheme and is therefore unnecessary to include ‘surplus’ within the supporting text. (7233)

Recommendation

No change to policy or text in respect of new buildings for employment use in the open countryside.

Additional wording to be included at the beginning of paragraph 4.42 to read:

‘Whilst the preferred location for new development will be in key service centres and local service centres……’ (5109)

No change to policy in respect of the cross-referencing, policy CP1 to be revised to include a reference to tranquillity as part of the landscape character criteria (see CP1 amended). Wording amended to include reference to traditional buildings to read:

Development proposals to diversify and expand upon the range of economic activities undertaken in rural areas will be encouraged where the proposal re-uses or adapts existing traditional buildings……..’(5390)

Additional criterion added to read- 

Proposals should:

5. Have no adverse effect on protected species, habitats and sites or on water quality or quantity. (5515w)
No change to policy as suggested. (5352)
No change to policy in line with objection.(6006)

Delete word ‘surplus’ from paragraph 4.44. Live/ work to be deleted from EC11 to form a new policy EC11a. No further deletions from the text as requested. (7233)
Separate policy on live/work created to provide greater flexibility in more sustainable locations, revised policy to read:

‘Policy EC11 (a) Live Work Units

In the urban area and the key service centres of Longtown and Brampton the development of new live/work units or the conversion of existing premises for live/work purposes will be considered an appropriate use.

Within or adjacent to Local Service Centres the construction of new live/work units or the conversion of buildings to live/work units will be considered acceptable provided there is a minimum of 25% of the floor area dedicated to employment use. Proposals falling under the 25% threshold will be considered against the criteria set out in Policy H1.

In the remainder of the rural area the conversion of premises (of traditional permanent construction) to live/work units will be acceptable providing that they maintain the character of the original building and are in the region of 60% residential to 40% employment use. 


All live work proposals should:

1. Be well related to an existing group of buildings

2. Be compatible with the surrounding uses and not affect the amenity of neighbouring uses

3. Not lead to an increase in traffic levels beyond the capacity of the surrounding local highway network

4. Be capable of providing adequate access and parking arrangements.

(reasoned justification from existing plan - paragraph 4.43)

The concept of live/work units provides for small-scale employment uses to help sustain the economy particularly within the rural area. Schemes will be viewed favourably as a means of providing employment and/or diversifying existing rural (delete) businesses combined with associated living accommodation for occupation, only by those associated with the enterprise either as employees or employees and their dependants. Proposals will have to ensure that there is no adverse effect on the amenity of adjacent property or the surrounding landscape/townscape in line with the Core Policies.

(Last sentence of paragraph 4.44)

Developments of this nature must not be seen as a means of solely providing housing in the open countryside, measures will be taken to control/ restrict occupancy of the live element of the unit to be tied to an employment use.’ (5349)


POLICY EC16 - Advertisements

Objections 5458, 7002, 7004 (3 No)


Supports 5002 (1 No) 
Withdrawn (0 No)
Summary of Objections

1. This policy is a somewhat abridged version of previous policy E47.  This impact of advertisement signs in historic areas, including the settings of scheduled monuments and World Heritage Sites or on historic buildings requires careful assessment and this is lost from this new policy.  An additional criterion should be included covering impact upon the architectural and historic interest of the area; this approach would encompass signs on Listed or locally important buildings and in Conservation areas.  It is noted that SPG had been produced on advertisements within conservation areas. 5458
2. Final Para of Policy word "be harmful" to be replaced with "cause a substantial injury".7002
3. Final Para of Policy word "be harmful" to be replaced with "cause a substantial injury".7004
Summary of Supports

4.
Re Advertisements - Sensible & appropriate in their content. 5002
Reasoning and Comments

Policy adequately ensures consideration is given to the architectural and historic interest of an area when assessing the suitability of a proposed sign. When using criterion 7 in an assessment locally important buildings, conservation areas and listed buildings and their settings would be taken into consideration. (5458)

In order to bring the wording in the policy in line with the wording in the Town and Country Planning (Control of Advertisements) Regulations 1992 the words ‘be harmful’ in the last paragraph will be replaced by ‘cause a substantial injury’. (7002, 7004)
Recommendation

No change to policy in line with objection. (5458)

Replace ‘be harmful’ with ‘cause a substantial injury’ in policy (7002, 7004)

POLICY EC17 – Areas of Special Control of Advertisement

Objections 5005 (1 No)


Supports 5003, 5004(2 No) 
Withdrawn (0 No)
Summary of Objections

1. Objection to the inclusion of the word "external". Wish to have the word removed from the paragraph. 5005
Summary of Supports

2. Acknowledge the need for a separate policy in respect of the District's Area of Special Control of Advertisements and support this paragraph. 5003

3. Acknowledge the need for a separate policy in respect of the District's Area of Special Control of Advertisements and support this paragraph. 5004
Reasoning and Comments

Agree that the inclusion of the word “external” in paragraph 4.61 should be deleted. Modern methods of illumination may be more suited to certain situations than external illumination and as such the current wording is unduly restrictive over the type of lighting deemed to be acceptable. Officers take on board the objectors views and agree that the text should be amended (5005)

Recommendation

Delete word external from paragraph 4.59 (5005)


POLICY EC18 – Telecommunications and Satellite Receiving Equipment

Objections
5019, 5020, 5021, 5330, 5459, 5467, 5471, 6007(8 no)

Withdrawn Objections
5436 (1 No)

Supports 
5394, 5468, 5469, 5470, 7119   (5 no) 

Summary of Objections

1. Feels that the Policy leaves the way open for intrusive telecom mast development in or visible from the North Pennines AONB as operators are reluctant to share masts & technology. Would like the distinction to be made between technical and commercial reasons for not sharing and quote the AONB Management Plan Policy guideline LP9 as an example. 5019
2. There is no reference to ancillary buildings and the associated fencing which sometimes accompany telecom masts. Want reference made so that their design should reflect the surrounding structures as far as is possible. 5020
3. Policy statement referring to the location of Satellite dishes within conservation areas. Want the policy to be extended to cover AONBs 5021 

4. Incorporation of D3 & D4 of the Solway Coast AONB Policy Guidelines (Section 6) 5330
5. Telecommunications equipment has the potential to impact on all aspects of the historic environment.  The policy mentions landscape character and conservation areas but is not comprehensive in its coverage.  The criteria should cover impact on historic buildings, areas and features and safeguard the site and setting of areas and buildings of historic or architectural interest, scheduled monuments and World Heritage Sites. 5459
6. Link with Objection 5471. Criteria 1 - 4 is supported however criteria 5 - reference to Domestic Satellite TV receiving dishes should be removed and dealt with separately. 5467
7. Link with Objection 5467.  This paragraph should be removed from this policy and dealt with separately. 5471
8. The changes made to the policy are welcomed, but still feels criterion 1 is overly restrictive and criterion 5 is adequately describes within PPG8: Criterion 1 - change of wording ;  Criterion 5 – deleted  6007
Summary of Withdrawn Objections

9
The criteria should be added to so as to include built heritage considerations.


Add a further criterion: “the proposal would not result in any adverse impact on heritage features of the built environment  5436w
Summary of Support

10
Support 5394
11
Support paragraph 4.63  5468
12
Support paragraph 4.64  5469
13
Support paragraph 4.65  5470
14
2nd bullet point is welcome addition. 7119
Reasoning and Comment

1
The objector emphasis AONB policy relating to development in the national interest required for development in the AONB.  This aspect is covered in the AONB policy DP8 where the special characteristics of AONB designation are emphasised.  This policy already refers to landscape and as the plan is to be read as a whole there is no need to duplicate other policies or cross-reference.  5019
2
Agree that the policy should also make reference to associated apparatus which can impact upon the landscape and should be carefully designed and sited.  5020
3
Conservation legislation is clear that the siting of satellite receiving equipment is more tightly controlled within conservation areas.  The wording in the policy reflects this difference in legislation.  It is not appropriate to extend this to cover AONBs.  It is anticipated that with a large AONB such as the North Pennines, open access arrangements would make the siting from public view potentially more difficult to achieve restricting permissions.  This coincides with a switch from analogue to digital signal making the situation more difficult for residents within the AONB.  5021
4
The reference to D3 and D4 in the Solway Coast AONB Management Plan relate to landscape character.  Criterion 1 already relates to landscape character, policy CP1 also covers landscape character in more detail and the AONB policy DP8 relates specifically to that area’s intrinsic landscape quality.  The plan is to be read as a whole so there is no requirement for duplication or cross-referencing within this policy.  5330
5,9
Agree that there are references in the policy to landscape but no account is taken of the built environment.  Built heritage should be referenced within this policy with specific attributes covered by other policies in the plan. 5436w, 5459
6
Agree that environmental impact and health concerns are two separate issues and should be dealt with by two separate criterion.  Health concerns about mobile phone usage and masts continue to be raised at the local level despite PPG8 reference that the planning system is not the place to determine health safeguards.  It would therefore by useful in the policy to refer to the ICNIRP guidelines to clarify the position regarding the level of measures already taken.  5467
7
Whilst there are two aspects relating to signal transmission or reception both relate to the use of satellite equipment and their installation.  Do not agree that this needs to be a separate policy.  5471 

8a
Disagree that Criterion 1 is too onerous.  Landscape character is important throughout Cumbria including areas outside the National Park and AONBs that still have a high quality landscape.  Applications in relation to heritage issues have given rise to concerns locally.  These issues need to be addressed and whilst technological advances have been made they still need to be reflected in proposals for development and their implementation.  

8b
Disagree that criterion 5 should be deleted.  Health is not necessarily a planning issue but as there are continued concerns at the local level it is appropriate that the policy relates to the standard of health consideration which should be taken into account with any proposals.  Reference to the ICNIRP guidelines is appropriate.  6007
Recommendation

1
No change in response to this representation  5019
2
Amend the opening paragraph of the policy to read : “…telecommunications development (including masts and ancillary equipment) permission…”  5020
3
No change in response to this representation 5021
4
No change in response to this representation 5330
5,9
Amend policy to add new criterion 2 to read:  “the proposals would not result in any adverse impact on heritage features of the built environment; and” 5436w, 5459
6
Amend policy to read:

“ 6 evidence is submitted that all measures to reduce environmental impacts has been pursued; and

7 evidence is submitted that the apparatus is in compliance with ICNIRP guidelines. ”  5467
7
No change in response to this representation 5471 

8
No change in response to this representation 6007

POLICY EC19 – Overhead Power Lines

Objections
 5022, 5146, 5331, 5396, 5460, 5502, 5503, 5504, 5677 (9 no. )

Supports 
5075, 5395, 5437, 7120,  (4 no. )

Summary of Objections

1. Policy Statement refers to the opposing the siting of 'powerlines of 132kv or over'. Want clarification that it is associated with the nature of the infrastructure required to support such cabling. 5022
2. Change of wording from 'will seek to oppose' to 'will oppose' or 'will object to'. 5146
3. Incorporation of D5 & D6 of the Solway Coast AONB Policy Guidelines (Section 6) 5331
4. FLD would support the aims of thus policy and Paragraphs 4.67-4.68, but would request that it should be amended to require the under grounding of new power lines irrespective of their size, or failing that the diversion of power lines to minimise the visual impact of the proposal, where it can be demonstrated that under grounding is not financially possible or technically feasible. Particular care should be given to developments proposed in the AONBs and County Landscapes as per criteria 1-6 of Policy EC19. 5396
5. Whilst there will be many occasions where the undergrounding of power lines will be the best mitigation for landscape and townscape impact it must be recognised that there will also be the potential for harm to the archaeological resource.  This is particularly important as the policy specifically mentions scheduled ancient monuments and Hadrian’s Wall.  Your move to discourage overhead lines within or adjacent to sensitive areas is supported, however you should also include a phrase in the policy which draws out the need for particular investigation which considering the undergrounding of power lines in areas of archaeological interest. 5460
6. 2nd sentence of the criteria is considered to be a blanket opposition to development is inappropriate and a more flexible approach should be adopted. (supporting guidelines given) 5502
7. Request for  additional text to be added to the end of the first sentence of para 4.67.  Text supplied. 5503
8. Additional wording to para 4.68 – supplied. 5504
9. A policy not to allow new overhead lines could increase the cost of any new connection, which would be borne by the customer requiring connection. Additional wording to be added - text given. 5677
Summary of Support

10. Includes Para 4.68.  Support as compatible with current National Park Local Plan - Policy MD5. 5075
11. Part Support 5395
12. This is an important and appropriately worded Policy that is supported. 5437
13. Specific support given to the additional wording at end of bullet point 1. 7120
Reasoning and Comment

1
The initial reason for the scale of line was due to the scale of associated infrastructure required however the impact on areas of high quality landscape is associated with any overhead power lines so the reference should be omitted.  5022
2
Agree that “will seek to oppose” is not a sufficiently strong enough wording of policy. To take account of other representations on this plan the sentence with this reference will be deleted.  5146
3
The policy already includes reference to the Solway Coast AONB however it is acknowledged that the setting of the AONB as a landscape designation is not referenced and there is an inconsistency between the Local Plan and the management plan.  Agree that reference to the setting o f the ANB should be included within the policy.  5331
4
Agree that the undergrounding of cables should be irrespective of size as visual impact is detrimental to the landscape from any size of overhead cabling.  The opening paragraph of the policy should be amended to reflect this change.  AONBs and Landscapes of County Importance are not afforded the same level of landscape protection and a distinction should therefore be made in this policy.  The policy is more restrictive within the AONB where overhead power lines should be avoided.  Limited funding has been made available to underground some overhead cables but it is not feasible to remove all.  Agree that the visual impact should be minimised in other areas as suggested by the objector.  5396
5
Agree that in certain circumstances the objectives of avoiding overhead cables due to landscape impact may be to the detriment of archaeological resources.  This needs to be carefully considered and should be given additional reference within the policy.  It is also considered that this could be supported by additional text to explain the area of concern.  5460
6
AONB designation within Carlisle District only covers a small part of the area of the district.  The Council has only 2% of the North Pennines AONB and 2% of the Solway Coast AONB area.  This is not extensive but of is high quality landscape and should be protected. It is not agreed that in these small areas where appropriate should be added in the policy. It is recognised that the reference to setting could be more extensive and isn’t clearly defined in the policy.  An explanation of what is meant by the setting may be appropriate to include in the supporting text to the policy.  AONBs now receive the same level of protection as National Parks and should therefore receive a high level of protection, which may harm the landscape, and therefore the objective of the designation.  5502  (See also 5460 concerning archaeology)
7
Government Office for the North West considered that the wording of “seek to “ is not sufficiently strong enough in the policy. Officers agree with this view.  Therefore it is not agreed that “seek to protect” should be inserted I paragraph 4.66.  5503
8
It is recognised that the most controversial element of this policy is the financial implications that undergrounding would cause.  However it is difficult to consider what price should be put on protection of the environment.  The original reference to lines over 132kv has been suggested to be replaced as all lines will have an impact.  A blanket statement about lines over 275kv would re-introduce the acceptance of these.  The policy emphasis is to protect the area from increasing man-made structures throughout the natural countryside. Proposed revisions to the policy allow for careful siting but each proposal should be treated on its merits in relation to scale, economic/financial costs and impact on landscape but not promote careful routeing as the first alternative.  5504
9
The emphasis of the policy is to ensure that the first course of action would be to consider the visual impact of any new proposals by promoting undergrounding of new lines.  It is recognised that there are financial implications however by referring specifically to these in the policy it introduces the ability to refer to financial costs as a reason for not undergrounding schemes.  The policy emphasises no reasonable alternative to ensure that alternatives are considered before permission is granted.  The additional wording would weaken this stance.  It is recognised that with Hadrian’s Wall and in some other areas the protection is also for archaeological reasons and an amendment is suggested in relation to representation 5460.  5677
Recommendation

1
Delete reference to overhead power lines of 132kv or over. 5022
2
Delete reference to “will seek to oppose”  5146
3
Amend criterion 1 of the policy to read: “the Solway Coast and North Pennines Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and their setting;” 5331

4
Delete the following sentence from the policy: “In addition, the Council will seek to oppose the siting of overhead power lines of 132kv, or over and high powered electrical installations where they are proposed within or adjoining” 

and replace with 

“Proposals for overhead power lines and high powered electrical installations should avoid the following areas: ” 

re-order the policy to refer to AONBs and World Heritage Site.

For the remaining area insert “ The following areas should also be protected as far as reasonably practicable: “ 5396
5a
Amend policy to add the following text: “ Where there is no reasonable alternative to such developments being located within these areas careful routing, siting and design will usually be the most appropriate way to minimise these effects. “ 

5b
Add to the end of paragraph 4.66 “ In these sensitive areas there may by a plethora of archaeological remains and archaeological investigation will need to be undertaken to ensure the most appropriate route for any additional power lines. ” 5460
6
Add to paragraph 4.65.  “ In the more sensitive areas of AONBs development nearby may have an impact on the landscape quality of the area.  In order to prevent this the setting refers to any area where development of this nature may have an effect on the objectives of AONB designation. ”  5502
7
No change with regard to this representation.  5503
8
No change with regard to this representation.  5504
9
No change with regard to this representation.  5677 (see also 5460)

LOCAL PLAN REPORT FOR POLICY No. EC20

To follow


Chapter 5 - Housing General

Objections 5196, 5197, 5274, 7038 (4 no. )

Supports 
0 (0 no. )

Summary of Objections

1. First Housing Action Area in Botchergate will need to be given detailed consideration for future development. 5196

2. Urban living to be made a more attractive option.  The planning process must enhance the environment in every case - but more especially in areas which need uplifting. 5197
3. In the Housing chapter, in general, we take the view that the policies should be more positive towards development in rural areas where such development would meet proven local needs. 5274
4. Plan refers to housing needs survey.  Current thinking identifies long term sustainability  and creating balanced housing markets rather than short term needs as being the priority. The plan should reflect this change in thinking. 7038
Reasoning and Comment

It is recognised that the Housing Action Areas are now changing in character particularly with an influx of buy-to-let properties and an increase in student housing.  Policies in RSS and the Structure Plan allow for renewal and replacement of housing.  Provision within the Housing Acts are available for area renewal should this be required.  Additional references are not required in the plan.  5196

Policy DP2 regeneration, has specific regard to enhancing the urban environment for living and working and is focussed on regeneration of central brownfield sites.  This will make a more attractive option raising the profile of city centre living in Carlisle.  5197
Housing Policy 1 in the Redeposit plan adds in the requirement for local needs for housing in smaller villages as well as the focus of development in villages with services in order to assist enhanced provision or retain existing service levels.  It is unfortunate that the context of the plan is set within restrictive housing figures however it is possible to tackle identified needs such as in Longtown through the Market Town initiative and Brampton through the parish planning process.  5274

The plan is based upon an overall spatial strategy founded in sustainable development principles.  Elements of this are repeated in the Housing chapter such as in relation to policy H1.  Needs reflect a generic term dependent upon the needs of each community.  It should not reflect just the needs for affordable housing but carry through the work of parish plans and housing strategy work relating to community needs for housing.  7038

This general point about the SFRA has been taken into account in dealing with each of the individual policies as listed in the representation.  Other policies of the plan cover development on land liable to flood and as the plan is to be read as a whole there is no need to repeat it here.  8122
Recommendation

No changes to the plan with regard to this representation. 5196
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  5197
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  5274
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  7038
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  8122

POLICY H01a - Location of New Housing Development - General

Objections
5123, 5148, 5251, 5291, 5398, 5418, 5421, 5517, 5538, 5734, 5734, 5751, 5752, 7071, 7079, 7243, 7244 
80/20  5233, 5244, 5290, 5336  (21 no. )

Supports 
5306, 5494, 7080,  
80/20 
7070, 7078  ( 5 no. )

Summary of Objections

1. Also relates to H15. The plan should set out more explicitly the role housing plays when fostering the regional role of Carlisle. 5123
2. No provision for the management of housing supply.  Supporting text to establish monitoring procedures and deviations corrected. 5148
3. Under the plan, monitor & manage approach of PPG3 housing land location and provision should be reviewed in a systematic way to ensure land is not squandered & used efficiently. Policy should be re-drafted to keep under review the need to release areas of land whether urban or rural which are sustainable in conjunction with advice set out in regional & national planning guidance. 5251
4. We would recommend that the Landscape Character areas of policy CP4 are referred to here as a method of specifying the qualities of the landscape that are distinctive to Carlisle District.  The Carlisle Urban Fringe Landscape Study referred to in paragraph 3.28 of the supporting text to policy CP4 could also be referred to.  Paragraph 5.3 should refer to Landscape Character and explain that development proposals will be assessed against the local landscape type, as proposed in policy CP4. 5291
5. FLD understands the rationale behind the approach taken in Policies H1, H2, H4, H6 and H15, and supplementary text. However, FLD considers that the methodology employed by the LPA is nonetheless flawed throughout this Housing Chapter, and is not PPG3 (March 2000) compliant. FLD therefore objects to the bulk of this Chapter. Objection submitted with full text. 5398
6. Policy should be redrafted to keep under review the need to release areas of land whether urban or rural which are sustainable in conjunction with advice set out in regional and national planning guidance. 5418, 5421.
7. Objects to the policy on assessing the location of housing development. Policy amended to include in acceptable criteria: 'All consents relating to water management (e.g. drainage, discharge and abstraction) are in place.' 5517
8. As policy does not fulfil the provisions of PPS7 - additional wording in the sentence relating to settlement boundaries, insert after within which, 'adjacent to which, or closely-related to which'….  5538
9. 
The Council needs to be confident that all allocations for housing land are acceptable in terms of meeting the Flood Risk Sequential Test and that adequate sewerage infrastructure and sewage treatment capacity either exists, or can be provided.  Reference to these issues was made in our comments on Policy CP1.  Site specific concerns at Morton, infill sites, urban areas and settlements at Cummersdale, Cumwhinton, Houghton, Scotby, Carleton, Durdar and Moorhouse. 5734
10. The PC feels there should be guidelines or a qualification for the term “adversely affect”.  Again, at present the statement is subjective. 5751
11. Clarification is needed on Point 4 of the policy and item c on page 57 – this is subjective and currently is not working in some cases. 5752
12. this para 5.11 is only appropriate in respect of smaller site.  If it is to be retained additional wording to be added - suggested text given. 7071
13. para 5.11 The wording is appropriate in respect of smaller site only.  If it is to be retained then additional wording should be added Text given. 7079
14. Due to historic under estimation of windfall sites, no justification in extending settlement boundaries. Delete the proposed changes to settlement boundaries at Carlisle Racecourse, Morton, Castle Carrock, Dalston, Great Orton, Great Corby, Irthington, Scotby and Wetheral. 7243
15. Amplification/explanation requires re Concept of Local Service Areas, statement 'limited rural housing in order to help sustain those settlements with some service provision'  (para 5.1) and 'Development of 10% or more' (para 5.2). Rename H1 'Location of New Housing Development within Rural Area' and delete the whole Policy. 7244
80/20
16. it is considered that the wording and approach to the location of new housing developments in the Policy needs further clarification and greater focus within the urban area.  Suggested changes: Summary of the sequential approach based on the contents of PPG3 & should emphasis the importance of new housing being located in accessible, sustainable locations. Subject to the Structure Plan EIP 80:20 split to be deleted. Strategic approach for location of Housing. Inappropriate to define 'Settlement Boundaries' for the smaller villages.  5233, 5244.

17. Whilst we are pleased that this policy recognises the needs of rural areas for housing development, we are opposed to a strict 80% to 20% split of new development between urban and rural areas respectively.  It is not clear on what basis this proportional approach was arrived at.  Such an inflexible approach could preclude some rural housing that would have significant sustainability benefits in terms of revitalising villages. The first paragraph should exclude reference to the 80% and 20% proportions for new housing development between urban and rural areas.  Instead, the policy should be reworded to the effect that most development will be located in urban areas and that in rural areas development will be focused mainly on the key service centres of Brampton and Longtown with further small-scale development in the smaller settlements, in accordance with the stated criteria.  5290
18. 
Objection to the 80/20 split as too inflexible. The split in the rural area should be increased and more flexibility built into the policy acknowledging that there is a need to provide range and choice in the house building market & that there are sites in the rural area where development could entail a material enhancement. 5336
Summary of Support

19. Strategy to locate the majority of new housing in & around Carlisle is supported. 5306
20. Support principle that 80% of new development will be located within the urban area. 5494
21. supports addition to Policy. 7080
80/20
22. support as emphasises the role of the urban area as focus for housing in the district with limited rural housing being provided. 7070
23. Support the emphasis on the urban area being the focus for housing in the district with limited rural housing being provided. 7078
Reasoning and Comment

Agree that the intention of the plan’s spatial strategy with regard to housing could be made more clear in the plan.  This could be corrected by additional text to explain the hierarchical approach to housing development within the district.  5123
Whilst monitoring is referred to separately within the plan the objector raises issues from previous concerns and the introduction of Plan, Monitor, Mange in PPS3.  In order to meet this objection it is considered that additional justification should be made to clarify the monitoring and management issues referred to.  5148
It is acknowledged that to comply with PPS3 Plan, monitor and manage approach the policy needs to be kept under review.  Additional supporting text will be able to clarify this position without the need to revise the policy.  The policy is to establish the broad locations for development and set the context for other policies Reference to monitoring will cover the objector’s concerns. 5251
The plan is to be read as a whole.  Any reference to landscape as contained in bullet 1 would be read in the context of other policies and policy CP1 Landscape Character would be considered in the context of this criterion.  It is not necessary to cross-reference throughout the whole plan.  5291

Disagree that the approach in the Local Plan is flawed.  The references to annualised supply will be considered in response to Proposals H16.  Since production of the deposit and redeposit plan a Cumbria wide Housing Market Needs Assessment has been undertaken but so far this only focuses on affordability.  Nevertheless it reveals that in the rural areas of Carlisle district the need for housing is far greater than the supply in RPG13 and the Structure Plan.  It can therefore not be agreed that need has been ignored.  The market area assessment does not break down the results for each parish within the rural area.  The plan’s spatial strategy therefore considers the most appropriate distribution of housing within the rural area.  Focussing on the Key Service Centres with allocations strengthens the sustainability of the rural area.  The objector appears to have missed the distinction in the rural area where the only allocations for housing are to the larger centres.  Longtown has identified housing need through the Market Town Initiative programme and Brampton through its parish planning process.  The remaining development is then directed to where facilities and services already exist rather than waiting for one to become unviable.  It would be unreasonable to hold on to a large portion of what is such a small supply while each service is analysed, a site then allocated and development commences which would in practical terms take so long that the service would have closed. It is more appropriate to identify the centres where services exist and direct development to those locations.  In addition the additional list of settlements will be focussed on local needs to limit the extent of development spread throughout the countryside.  5398
It is agreed that land should be kept under review and as part of the Council’s monitoring this would be done as part of the annual monitoring report.  The overall housing supply is checked monthly with regard to permissions to comply with the structure plan and half yearly checks on completions to consider progress against targets.  Additional text with regard to monitoring should cover the points raised by the objector rather than necessitate a redraft of the policy.  5418, 5421
Whist nature conservation is not directly referenced in this policy, the plan is to be read as a whole and policies on nature conservation will apply to any development proposals.  It is not necessary to duplicate policies or cross-reference within the plan.  With regard to capacity of infrastructure this is dealt with by representations from united Utilities and/or the Environment Agency.  5517
Paragraph 5.4 in the supporting text gives an indication of the approach to settlement boundaries. There is a number of criterion which apply including the criterion within the policy. It is considered that the objector’s wording is very general regarding any land around a settlement boundary.  Adjacent or closely related to could cover an extensive area around the settlements and in conflict with paragraph 5.5 of the plan.  5538

The sentence before the seven criteria in the policy refer to all other policies in the plan and therefore cover the point raised by the objector.  The seven criteria are all aimed at ensuring any new development is well integrated into its surrounding context.  The only criteria that may be considered out of place is the reference to agricultural land however this is a policy for rural settlement and all are surrounded by agricultural land so it applies to all settlements.  No change needed to comply with PPS25 as covered by other policies.  5734
Planning is subjective by its very nature as assessments are made of impact and affect at all stages of the planning process.  The subjectivity cannot be removed.  Adversely implies a negative impact to the detriment of others.  Each planning application has to be dealt with on its merits and therefore it is not possible to provide extensive detail on each aspect of a development and each context must be considered individually.  Whether there is an adverse affect is one of judgement planning officer will have to make through assessing proposals.  5751
Amenity of neighbouring property is to some extent covered in the residential amenity policy which considers separation distances between dwellings and the potential to avoid overlooking from one residence to another.  It is not possible to cover all eventualities such as external noise, which may be dependent upon the occupiers, but it does establish the parameters whereby a general level of amenity is not compromised.  Design is subjective and improvements have been made to the design policy in the plan and the employment of an urban design officer will assist in improving the quality of applications and decisions. 5752
Disagree that changes should be made to paragraph 5.11.  This is a general statement on how the supply of housing will be monitored and what the Council will do about it in order to give certainty to the implementation of RPG (RSS) and the Structure Plan.  Once permission has been given the Council would not review its permissions but would consider the implications for future permissions and a review of policy as needed.  It is recognised that the suggested wording provided is relevant to the strategy and implementation of the plan.  It is more appropriate that this wording is provided in relation to Proposal H16 and the housing allocations.  7071, 7079
The residential development associate with the racecourse urban extension is in accordance with policy DP4 which considers the future of the racecourse and the need to support its continued use through enabling development to ensure it can comply with Jockey Club requirements by the development of new facilities.  The urban extension at Morton is to achieve the urban supply of housing which cannot all be provided on brownfield sites and will enable a choice of hosing to be provided as well as other development as part of an urban extension.  In the villages the plan restricts development due to the limited supply available through RPG and the Structure Plan. The extensions are all minor.  The objector fails to take into account the more restrictive policy regime in this plan to provide more sustainable development patterns across the district.  The focus on settlements listed in policy H1 and the 80% focus on Carlisle will make a significant difference to new housing supply.  Disagree with the proposed deletions. 7243

Disagree that the policy should be deleted.  The recent housing market assessment identified a high level of housing need in the rural area greater than the current levels allow for.  It is inappropriate to ignore the needs of people in the rural area for housing.  This would be inconsistent with PPS3, Regional Spatial Strategy ad the Country Structure Plan as well as other plans and strategies for the rural area. 7244
The Local plan has to be in conformity with the Structure Plan and RSS.  The Structure Plan has now established the split between Carlisle urban area and the remainder of the district with regard to housing supply.  Furthermore both plans refer to Local Service Centres to be defined within Local Development Frameworks/Local Plans.  It is therefore appropriate to define the local service centres.  With regard to the emphasis of Carlisle and the overall spatial strategy it is intended that an additional paragraph is inserted explain the plan’s strategy for its urban focus and rural settlements.  5233, 5244
The introduction of the 80/20 split of housing was a reflection of a more sustainable spatial strategy following the introduction of PPS3 and other guidance on sustainable planning.  This would redress the balance created in the adopted Local Plan which had a more generous rural housing policy.  This split has been confirmed in the adopted Structure Plan with which this plan must remain in general conformity.  5290
The introduction of the 80/20 split of housing was a reflection of a more sustainable spatial strategy following the introduction of PPS3 and other guidance on sustainable planning.  This would redress the balance created in the adopted Local Plan which had a more generous rural housing policy of 80 settlements including both Broadwath and Fenton. This split has been confirmed in the adopted Structure Plan with which this plan must remain in general conformity.  It is not appropriate to amend the urban/rural split.  5336
Recommendation

Add the following paragraph to the supporting text:

“This policy is restrictive in dealing with housing in rural areas in order to comply with targets set out in RPG and the Structure Plan.  As the regional targets have been reduced this has had a consequence for the distribution of housing in the district.  This policy therefore provides a strategy focussed on Carlisle’s urban area with limited rural housing in order to help sustain those settlements with some service provision.  Where additional housing is identified through needs surveys this will be focussed on the above settlements unless other specific locations can be justified.”  5123


Add the following paragraph to the supporting text:

“Monitoring of the permissions will take place on a monthly basis and reported through the Council’s annual monitoring report.  Unless justified on a local needs basis, where the development levels are being exceeded or an imbalance of the strategy is occurring, the Council will review its policies and measures to slow down the supply of new housing.”  5148, 5251

No changes with regard to this representation.  5291
No changes with regard to this representation.  5398
No changes with regard to this representation but see also response to 5148.  5418, 5421

No changes with regard to this representation.  5517
No changes with regard to this representation.  5538
No changes with regard to this representation.  5734
No changes with regard to this representation.  5751
No changes with regard to this representation.  5752
No changes to this policy but recommend that the additional text provided be inserted after paragraph 5.75.  7071, 7079
No changes with regard to this representation. 7243
No changes with regard to this representation.7244
No change to the plan to meet this representation.  Note however the change with regard to representation 5123. 5233, 5244
No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  5290
No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  5336

POLICY H01b Location of New Housing Development  - General Rural

Objections
5048, 5111, 5132, 5149, 5350, 5439, 5759, 7140, (8 No.)
Supports 
0 (0 no)

Summary of Objections

Rural
1. Want clarification regarding the settlement boundaries and if they can be changed/moved. 5048
2. The relationship with Policy CP1 should be made clear with any justification made on the basis of services. As it stands villages not identified as local service centres would be considered by the Structure Plan to be open countryside. 5111
3. Policy states small-scale infilling would be allowed in Lanercost.  Wants a more structured approach as to development over say the next 10 years and suggests a settlement by settlement approach as adopted by Rydale DC. 5132
4. Made clear that identified need is a criterion in considering applications for housing developments in smaller settlements.  Reference to securing of local occupancy conditions by s. 106 would also be appropriate. 5149
5. On the Location of Housing Development includes a wider range of settlements than the sustainable development locations included in CP1, namely Warwick Bridge (including Little Corby & Corby Hill) & is also permissive of small scale infilling in 20 other settlements.  Although H1 indicates that the focus will be on the two Key Service Centres, there is a danger that this could be diluted by development elsewhere & the intention of SD3 of RPG13 unfulfilled.  5350
6. The appropriate location for new development outside the three main settlements is not adequately defined in Policy CP1 (erroneously referred to here as CD1).  See response to Policy CP1. Amend Policy CP1 as recommended in response to that Policy. 5439
7. Feels the village boundaries should not be extended and suggest the quotas can be accommodated within the existing boundaries.  Rather than extend village boundaries to accommodate large-scale developments (20 houses and above) this Council suggests that these could be accommodated on a Greenfield site as a new hamlet with planned infrastructure.  It is felt that this idea would retain the rural feel because currently with the quotas being exceeded in the rural areas and the numerous applications submitted for very large extensions the existing rural areas are rapidly losing their rural feel for a very definite suburban look. In cases of the submission of an application for a large development in the rural area this should be accompanied by a document showing the need for these properties to be built and the sources of the data obtained. 5759
8. para 5.3 should be redrafted to reflect tests in PPG3 as set out in paras 69 – 71. 7140

Summary of Support

Reasoning and Comment

Settlement boundaries are established through the plan review process.  Paragraph 5.4 considers the options for development adjacent to these boundaries under certain circumstances.  Once established land outside those boundaries will be the subject of other policies in the plan, namely urban fringe policy LE1 to which the objector refers.  This policy will protect the area from additional housing and any proposals are unlikely to be able to satisfy criterion 1 and 6 of this policy.  5048
The level of service provision does vary in the settlements throughout the District.  Policy DP1 (former CP1) considers all types of development and related the main focus to Local Service Centres.  There are a number of smaller villages which have limited facilities such as pubs and a number of dwellings.  It is considered that as an exception to open countryside the ability to meet a local or affordable housing need would be more appropriate to limit the spread of new housing but also recognise that the existing communities may have housing needs. This would need to be evidenced at the time of planning applications. 5111 
Acknowledge the concerns of the objector in relation to the need to house key workers and the difficulties of finding sites within the rural area.  The result being an increase in house prices.  The plan must conform with the Structure Plan and Regional Spatial Strategy and as such there are limits on the scale of development.  Lanercost is listed within the smaller settlements where local need (such as key workers) is allowed although this would have to accord with other policies in the plan which may prove more difficult.  5132
Agree that the differences between DP1 (former CP1) and this policy are not clear in the plan and this tends to be a more permissible policy. It is therefore important that development is restricted throughout the open countryside and the settlements listed for infilling relate to particular needs. 5149
Disagree that the intention of RPG/RSS is unfulfilled.  The plan focuses only 20% of development in the rural area and the only land allocations for housing are in the two Key Service Centres focussing the larger level of development in those locations.  Outside those there are a number of smaller centres but the amount of new housing will be restricted due to compact settlement boundaries and only small-scale infilling.  There is an acute affordability problem in rural areas and any further restrictions on housing development would worsen this position.  It is intended to clarify the additional list of settlements by allowing only small scale infilling for local need but the list should remain as there is a large rural hinterland where many communities already live and wish to remain. 5350
The objector refers to the relationship between settlements listed in policy DP1 (former CP1) which lists the Local Service Centres for housing in this policy.  Amendments have been suggested to policy DP1 as a result and are considered under representation 5430.  5439
Whilst it is agreed that the settlement boundaries are restrictive and the plan does not allow for additional land in villages to support an extra 20 houses, it is not considered that should such an allocation be made this would be through a new village.  The infrastructure to provide such an area for a limited amount of housing is not viable and a larger amount of housing would be required.  In addition, unless it was of a reasonable size there would be no facilities which would increase dependency on the car.  In a sustainable plan, this would be contrary to the plan’s strategy.  Do not agree that this would be appropriate for the plan to include.  5759
It is not agreed that Policy H1 is flawed in its interpretation of PPS3 (2000).  The locations identified within the policy all have a level of existing service provision which is crucial for residents in the rural area.  Significant levels of development have already been guided to the Key Service Centres and the larger local centres have also a number of outstanding permissions and potential for some infilling.  The scale of development is reflected in the size of settlement.  The housing market needs assessment only considers affordable housing not all needs but it clearly identifies that a large proportion of housing is needed in the rural area greater than the potential housing supply.  Given this high level of need existing Parish plans and Market Town Initiatives have been used to guide development to needed locations.  PPS3 has been replaced and although the plan was not prepared in the context of the new PPS3 para 38 includes “The need to provide housing in rural areas, not only in market towns and local service centres but also in villages in order to enhance or maintain their sustainability.”  Given the limited supply this is the strategy adopted in Policy H1.  7140
Recommendation

No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  5048
The words “… do not conflict with the criteria above and is evidenced by local need to be in that location.” Is added to the policy.”  5111
No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  5132
In addition to 5111 above add: “S106 agreements may be used to ensure local occupancy to provide the identified need is met.”  5149
No changes with regard to this representation but see also recommendation to representation 5111 above.  5350
No changes with regard to this representation but see response to representation 5430 under policy DP1.  5439
No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  5759
No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  7140

POLICY H01c Locations of New Housing Development - Urban Sites 

Objections  5260, 5317, 5321, 7164, 5529, 5570, 7296 (12 No)

Supports ( 0 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. Objection to the definition of the Urban Area boundary (as detailed on Insert Map 1) as it affects the Harker Site at Kingmoor Park. Boundary to be revised in line with map submitted. (link to Objection 5266). 5260
2. Would like the urban area boundary to the east of Carlisle Racecourse to be extended to include area outlined on map. 5317
3. Would like the Urban Area Boundary to include land highlighted on attached map as it would not conflict the current housing policy in particular H2. 5321
4. Include land directly opposite Carlisle Racecourse within the Urban settlement boundary and designate for housing. 7164
5. An objection is lodged to the exclusion of Carlisle Racecourse and adjacent areas from the urban area boundary of Carlisle. The objection is made in relation to Policy H1 in that the key to the Urban Inset Map 1 Policy H1 refers to the urban area/town/settlement boundary and paragraph 5.9 of the supporting text makes added reference. Amendment to the Urban Boundary. 5529
6. The city Urban area to be amended to include land at California Rd as identified on enclosed map. 5570
7. Inset Map show Rydal St Play Area being allocated for residential development - change to primary residential area as in process of being built with  5 of the 7 being already sold, 7296
Reasoning and Comment

Disagree that the urban area boundary should be extended to include the Harker site. The extension to include Cargo is an acknowledgement that the adopted Local Plan Inspector’s report recognised that only that site within the rural area could contribute towards housing rather than employment use.  The housing provided at Cargo would contribute towards the housing needed for the urban area. This location is however anomalous given the location of Cargo village adjacent with facilities located in Rockcliffe.  The plan has sufficient land allocated to meet its Structure Plan requirement and the brownfield targets without the additional land suggested by the objector.  5260
The site indicated is east of Durdar a small village on the edge of Carlsile.  The site is separated from the urban area boundary by a further small field.  At this point the urban area boundary includes a large area of urban fringe where housing development would be resisted.  It is therefore not appropriate to extend the urban area to include this site.  5317
Whilst the urban area boundary does run contiguous with the objection site, the land to the north which is within the urban area is urban fringe landscape where housing development is resisted.  It would not be appropriate to extend the boundary and then allocate the greenfield site for housing.  Policy H2 refers to existing primary residential areas and this site is an undeveloped greenfield so is not compatible with the policy context for H2.  5321
Disagree that this site should form part of the urban area.  The extension of the urban boundary for the racecourse was not t promote development all over the racecourse.  Extending the boundary east to include existing residential properties and a large field is not appropriate.  The proposed site does not relate well to the urban area and should not be designated as a housing site.  There is insufficient housing supply to allocate such a large site in the rural area.  7164
Additional representations regarding the racecourse are dealt with under policy DP4.  The extent of the urban area boundary is only referred to in policy H1 and therefore the issue is considered here.  Separate consideration of the site for a housing allocation is dealt with under policy H16.  The racecourse operates on the fringes of Carlisle having relocated many years ago from the swifts/sands area in the centre.  The racecourse is an important economic asset and currently part of the national racecourse circuit.  This position is threatened by the need for further investment.  Extending the urban area boundary may give some recognition of the import of the racecourse to the City and this point is agreed.  Policy DP4 is still applicable whether the boundary is extended or not and any housing allocation would have to be considered under policy H16.  5529
This proposal seeks to extend the urban boundary for additional residential development on land towards Houghton.  It is considered that extension of urban development towards Houghton should be avoided to maintain the distinct nature of Houghton as a large village.  This is a greenfield site and additional greenfield land is not required to fulfil housing supply.  The site extends away from the existing urban form and is an inappropriate site for housing.  During the review of the plan the site has been developed for a Golf Driving Range which is a more appropriate use of land surrounding the urban area to cater for the recreational needs of the residents.  5570
The Deposit Draft Plan Proposals Map has not been updated in its entirety and a series of extracts have been used to update later versions of the plan.  It is agreed that the site has now been developed and the housing is occupied.  This area should now be designated as primary residential area.  7296
Recommendation

No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  5260
No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  5317
No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  5321
No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  7164
Extend the urban area boundary to include only the racecourse, which is still the subject of policy DP4.  5529
No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  5570
Amend the proposals map (urban area inset) to show the Rydal Street housing site as primary residential area as this is now developed.  7296

POLICY H01d – Locations of New Housing Development - Rural Sites

Objections 5337, 5338, 5585, 5586, 5680, 6010, 6011, 7028, 7061, 7041 (10 No)

Supports  ( 0 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. Objection that Broadwath is not listed as a settlement.  Infilling not permitted.  5337
2. Objection that Fenton is not listed as a settlement.  Infilling not permitted. 5338
3. Objection to the exclusion of Brunstock from list of settlements identified. Brunstock to be included in the settlements listed in H1. 5585
4. Objection to the exclusion of Linstock from list of settlements identified. Linstock to be included in the settlements listed in H1. 5586
5. Objection to the exclusion of property from settlement boundary. Amendment of the boundary to include the property as highlighted on attached map. 5680
6. Put forward for consideration for possible housing OS4318 at Aldby between Cotehill & Cumwhinton (plan supplied).  6010
7. Settlement boundary for Irthington should include Red Hills  6011
8. Put forward for consideration for possible housing Field No 4318 at Aldby Terrace, Cotehill  (plan supplied). 7028
9. Include 2 waste areas in Etterby Village for residential development. 7061
10. Land identified on Map behind Durdar Road to be allocated for housing. 7041
Reasoning and Comment

The list of local service centres in policy H1 is based upon a number of services in each of the settlements.  Below that level a further list of settlements is provided for small-scale infilling.  This additional list is villages with at least one facility of a village pub as well as pubic transport.  The objector only refers to pubic transport at Broadwath.  Given the frequency of bus services in the rural area it is inevitable that there is a great dependency upon the private car, which the plan’s strategy is seeking to reduce where possible.  It is not appropriate to include Broadwath in the list of settlements.  5337
The list of local service centres in policy H1 is based upon a number of services in each of the settlements.  Below that level a further list of settlements is provided for small-scale infilling.  This additional list is villages with at least one facility of a village pub as well as pubic transport.  The objector only refers to pubic transport at Fenton.  Given the frequency of bus services in the rural area it is inevitable that there is a great dependency upon the private car, which the plan’s strategy is seeking to reduce where possible.  It is not appropriate to include Fenton in the list of settlements.  5338
The list of local service centres in policy H1 is based upon a number of services in each of the settlements.  Below that level a further list of settlements is provided for small-scale infilling.  This additional list is villages with at least one facility of a village pub as well as pubic transport.  It is recognised that Brunstock is close to Carlisle and does have some employment use however the list of smaller facilities have a combines commercial and community facility which policy EC12 seeks to retain.  Brunstock does not fall into the same category.  5585
The list of local service centres in policy H1 is based upon a number of services in each of the settlements.  Below that level a further list of settlements is provided for small-scale infilling.  This additional list is villages with at least one facility of a village pub as well as pubic transport.  It is recognised that Brunstock is close to Carlisle and does have some employment use however the list of smaller facilities have a combines commercial and community facility which policy EC12 seeks to retain.  Brunstock does not fall into the same category.  5586
Agree that this minor amendment to the settlement boundary is appropriate to reflect existing development.  5680
This representation seeks the designation of land for housing development.  The site is not closely related to any local service centre or smaller settlement and is only close to a small hamlet of dwellings.  This is not in a sustainable location and therefore not appropriate for additional residential development.  6010, 7028

This is a minor amendment to the settlement boundary ton reflect the existing domestic curtilage which follows the existing form of the village.  Agree that this would be appropriate to include.  6011
These two sites are within the urban fringe area where residential development is to be resisted.  Development of these sites would create a continuous ribbon development from the urban area to Etterby which is not considered appropriate.  The rural nature of this area should be maintained and residential development on greenfield sites resisted.  There are no services in Etterby, increasing the need for people to be reliant on the use of the car.  Although close to the urban area this is not considered a sustainable location for more housing.  7061
Durdar is considered to be only a small village with scope for small-scale infilling.  The representation is for a large site which although directly related to the housing in the village is of significant size to double the size of the village.  This is inappropriate for this rural area and the scale of development proposed is contrary to the plan strategy.  Given the limited supply of housing, developing this site would be detrimental to the remainder of the rural area.  7041

Recommendation

No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  5337
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  5338
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  5585
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  5586
Amend settlement boundary to take into account hardstanding and garaging as indicated in the objection.  5680
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  6010, 7028
Amend boundary (Irthington Inset) at Red Hills to include domestic curtilage.  6011
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation. 7061
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation. 7041

POLICY H01e - Locations of New Housing Development - Brampton

Objections  5593, 5603, 7014, 7042, 7175 ( 5)

Supports  0 (0) 


Summary of Objections

3. Link to Objections 5592 & 5594. Settlement boundary of Brampton is too restrictive and that it ought to be enlarged to encompass all/part land as identified on attached map and be allocated for housing. 5593
4. Link to Objection 5604. Settlement boundary of Brampton does not include the curtilage to William Howard School. Include the land identified on enclosed Map into the settlement boundary. 5603
5. Whole of Brampton Sawmill Site should be in settlement boundary and be designated Primary Residential (see 5601 &  5602). 7014 
6. Brampton Settlement Boundary should include all of Capon Tree Road. 7042 
5 Policy Omission re Capon Tree Rd. 7175
Reasoning and Comment

It is acknowledged that in the Deposit version of the plan no new sites were allocated for residential development in Brampton.  Following representations the former Highway Depot brownfield site was allocated to remove a bad neighbour use and redevelop the site.  A number of sites have recently been developed in Brampton with a large number of new houses during the plan period.  It is considered that as a key service centre there has been sufficient focus for Brampton’s housing needs and additional greenfield sites do not need to be allocated in this plan.  5593
Agree that land which is the curtilage of William Howard School should be included within the settlement boundary but also designated for educational use associated with the school.  This is the same site as representation 5220 against policy LC11.  5603
Agree that the sawmill site in Brampton should be redesignated as primary residential area to reflect its change in planning status since permission has been given for the site to be redeveloped.  7014
Disagree that the previous plan policy should be reinstated.  Policy H3 in the adopted plan promoted residential development in a setting which dictated a lower density of development. Whilst not entirely inconsistent with PPS3 as it is close to Brampton town centre, it is not the mist efficient use of land to promote low density development.  This is inappropriate and the settlement boundary should not be moved to include properties to the south of Capon Tree Road.  7042, 7175
Recommendation

No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  5593
Amend proposals map Brampton Inset to include land associated with William Howard School and amend designation to the same as the school, for educational use.  (see also LC11 representation 5220) 5603
Amend Proposals Map (Brampton Inset) to change the saw mill site from primary employment area to primary residential area.  7014
No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  7042, 7175

POLICY H01f  - Location of New Housing Development - Dalston & Raughton Head

Objections  5030, 5061, 5606, 5607, 5774, 5595 ( 6 No)

Supports 5009 ( 1 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. Does not want any further residential developments in Dalston. 5030
2. Dalston is no longer classified as a Key Service Area and concerns over future housing developments in Dalston.  5061
3. Link to Objection 5605. Curtilage to No 28 & 28 The Square Dalston is not included in the settlement boundary. Amend boundary as detailed in enclosed map. 5606
4. Link to Objection 5608. Settlement boundary for Dalston is too restrictive. Amend boundary to include all/part land identified on enclosed map and be allocated for housing. 5607
5. Link to Objection No 5607. Objection to any further development at Townhead Rd, Dalston. 5774
6. Link to Objection 5596. Settlement boundary to Raughton Head is too restrictive. Amend boundary to include land as identified on attached map and be allocated for residential development. 5595
Summary of Support

7. Supports the classification of Dalston as a 'village' instead of a 'key service centre'. 5009
Reasoning and Comment

1
These objections arose from an earlier consultation with the Parish Council which was sent a plan indicating representations for housing development likely to come forward and asked their views.  The Parish Council put the plans on their web site to invite comment and as a consequence a number of representations were received to the Deposit Draft Plan.  The sites identified in that correspondence were not included within the Deposit Draft plan and therefore this objection is to allocations that do not appear on the proposals map.  No change is necessary to the plan. 5030, 5061, 5774
The land proposed for inclusion within the settlement boundary is associated with existing properties in the core of the village close to all local facilities.  The settlement boundary is extended on either side of this site where commercial and residential development has already occurred.  Given its location and context, it would be appropriate to include this site within the settlement boundary. 5606
This is a large site adjacent to newly developed housing estate on the edge of Dalston.  Dalston has had a large amount of new housing in recent years and allocations for large housing areas are considered inappropriate.  The adopted Local plan ranked Dalston as a large centre alongside Brampton and Longtown.  The change in status to a local service centre was an intentional change in this plan (and the Structure Plan) to reduce the potential for additional housing in this large village.  In order to be consistent, it is not appropriate to allocate large areas for residential development.  5607
It is recognised that the boundary at Raughton Head is tightly drawn and leaves limited scope for new housing.  The site proposed is a minor change to the settlement boundary at the core of the village which is an appropriate location for any additional housing.  Agree that this should be included within the settlement.  5595
Recommendation

No change be made to the plan with regard to this representation. 5030, 5061, 5774
Amend the proposals map (Dalston Inset) to include land to the rear of 27 and 28 The Square (shown as adj Manor House in the redeposit Plan) within the settlement boundary.  5606
No change be made to the plan with regard to this representation.  5607
Amend the settlement boundary (Raughton Head Inset) to include the proposed land adjacent to the primary school.  5595

POLICY H01g - Locations of New Housing Development 

Smithfield, Low Crosby and Houghton

Objections 5194, 5200, 5225, 5426, 5623, 5772, 5773, 7132  ( 8 No)

Supports  0 ( 0 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. Would like Smithfield settlement boundaries to be extended ( possible on a phased basis) to include in the first instance behind ribbon development between Highberry House & The Barn and secondly the land fronting onto Skitby Rd between Fir Ends School and the Nurseries. 5194
2. Settlement boundary at Low Crosby does not include curtilage of Riverside and Madgwick.  5200
3. Settlement boundary for Houghton to be amended in line with map supplied. 5426
4. Any future development in Smithfield to take place in the field east of Fir End School; the northern boundary being the Skitby Road between Fir End School and the nurseries and the southern boundary being the Longtown Road between the old police house (Highberry House) and the barn.  5225
5. Settlement boundary at Smithfield is too restrictive and should be modified as per enclosed map. 5623
6. Link to Objection 5771. Residential developments to be within Houghton & Low Crosby within the Parish, and confined to 'infill type' schemes. 5772
7. Settlement boundary for Smithfield does not give any scope for development other than in-fill sites. Amend the settlement boundary. 5773
8. Settlement boundary at Houghton to include properties to the west of Orchard Gardens. 7132
Reasoning and Comment

The settlement boundary at Smithfield is similar to many others in the plan which are restrictive and no new allocations of land are made outside the urban area of Carlisle and the Key Service Centres.  To amend the plan in the way the objector requests would lead to a large development in Smithfield at the expense of minor development in other settlements throughout the plan area. The context for this plan is very different to that in 1975 and it is considered that the extent of these sites is not appropriate in the current plan context to provide these sites. 5194, 5225
Whilst the objector presents only a modest amendment to the settlement boundary this would have been supported however the whole village of Low Crosby lies within an area liable to flood.  The plan recognised that there are a number of services and facilities within the village but the degree of flood risk is too great to promote additional housing.  The existence of a settlement boundary at Low Crosby cannot be supported.  5200
Disagree that the settlement boundary should be amended to include a large area of land for additional housing in Houghton.  There are few services in Houghton and whilst a recognised Local Service Centre the increase in size of the settlement would be to the detriment of other rural areas by taking up a large portion of the remaining supply.  Whilst it is recognised that the site is reasonably well contained and relates to the village and church the scale is greater than that envisaged for a local service centre which already has had a large number of new houses.  The site would also add to the pressure for continuing development up to the motorway as a development limit which is not appropriate for the rural setting of Houghton.  5426
This is a small site at the centre of the village to the rear of the school playing field.  This site is well contained in the context of the policy would enable potential for infill.  The site was recommended for inclusion at the redeposit stage however due to error it was omitted from the final report.  5623
It was originally envisaged that development would be focussed on Houghton and Low Crosby within the Parish.  Since the deposit plan and the flooding of January 2005 it is intended to amend the plan to exclude reference to Low Crosby due to the fact that the whole settlement lies within an area liable to flood.  This means that Houghton is the only identified settlement. There may be some windfall development of conversions or dealing with affordable housing outside the settlement boundary.  I addition the extent of the boundary relates to paragraph 5.40 where proposals adjacent will be assessed on a number of criteria however the settlement remains the main focus.  5772
The deposit draft plan was the first time settlement boundaries were defined for the plan area and this reflected policy in regional Planning Guidance which referred to settlements.  Following the deposit plan the Structure Plan and review of Regional Spatial Strategy has emphasised the term Local Service Centres which is to be used within the plan.  The plan was a consultation document and responses are considered however no alternative boundary has been promoted other than through individual representations.  The boundaries throughout the plan area have been drawn fairly restrictive due to the context of the plan with a limited amount of housing which can be provided. The plan has to remain in conformity with planning guidance above and therefore there is still limited scope until reviews of guidance are completed.  On e amendment is being recommended for support although larger development is not possible at this time.  5773
The properties to the west of Houghton although regarded as part of the village due to access are physically separated from Orchard Gardens by fields, therefore they do not mend themselves easily to an extension of the settlement boundary without looking anomalous.  This would encourage a division of the boundary or the drawing of a tight boundary to ensure that development was not encouraged on the land around.  It is considered that an extension of the boundary is not appropriate.  7132

Recommendation

No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  5194, 5225
No change to the plan to meet this objection and circumstances dictate that the settlement boundary should be removed and the village no longer considered as a local service centre.  5200
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  5426
Amend the settlement boundary to include land rear of the cottage in line with this representation.  5623
No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  5772
No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  5773
No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  7132

POLICY H01h - Location of New Housing Development

Great Orton, Thurstonfield & Rockcliffe

Objections  5334, 5614, 5579, 5580 ( 4 No)


Withdrawn Objections  5542w (1 no.)

Supports  ( 0 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. Great Orton has been identified as suitable for small scale development. Boundary drawn too restrictive and some places inappropriate. Wish the boundary to be flexible to allow for small scale development. 5579
2. Settlement boundaries have been incorrectly drawn, named, identified. Please amend as per map enclosed.  5580
3. Modification to the settlement boundary of Thurstonfield as per map. 5334
4. Link to Objection 5613. Settlement boundary at Rockcliffe is too restrictive. Amend the boundary to include 2 sites as identified on enclosed map and allocate for housing. 5614
Summary of Withdrawn Objections

5. Inset Map 19.  Land identified on the attached plan meets all of the criteria for development contained in H1 and should be included in the settlement boundary.  5542
Reasoning and Comment

It is recognised that all boundaries for local service centres have been drawn tightly due to the limited supply of housing to be provided during the plan period.  Minor amendments to these boundaries are being suggested during this review process to allow small scale development where these are integral to the village, but larger allocations are not being supported.  Paragraph 5.4 of the plan allows for sites on the edge of villages provided they meet a number of criterion.  This reflects the flexibility the objector is seeking although each proposal would have to be considered on its merits.  The cost of development is referred to and if there was an identified need for affordable housing this could be met through the exceptions policy H6.  Support some of the amendment suggested.  5579, 5580
The objector’s site is a large field at the edge of Thurstonfield, a local service centre.  Given the context of rural housing supply and the limited number of dwellings permissible in the rural area it is considered that large extensions of settlement boundaries should be avoided in order to reduce the likelihood of an oversupply.  It is therefore not appropriate to extend the settlement boundary at Thurstonfield as requested.  5334
Whilst it is recognised that there is little scope for new development in local service centres this is set in the context of a limited supply for housing in the rural area.  Both sites identified are on fields at the entrances to the village and could lead to pressure for further development.  Although the objector has set a context of rounding off the village, there are no natural boundaries within which to limit the development.  Do not agree with the proposed amendment.  5614
It is recognised that although the plan lists a number of settlements the plan context with regard to housing supply in rural areas is still restrictive.  Other than the Key Service Centres there are no allocations of land below that level.  Policy H1 sets the context for any development proposals in relation to the boundaries shown in the plan.  Allocations of the scale of site in this representation would be inappropriate for the scale of settlement.  5542w
Recommendation

Amend the Proposals Map Inset for Great Orton in line with those boundaries suggested in the redeposit plan.  5579, 5580
No change to the plan with regard to this representation  5334
No changes to the plan to meet this representation  5614
No changes to the plan to meet this representation  5542

POLICY H01i Locations of New Housing Development - Castle Carrock & Hayton

Objections 5209, 5562, 5598, 5647,  ( 4 No)

Supports 5224 ( 1 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. Incorrect Settlement Boundary - Farm storage land to be included as per enclosed map.  5209
2. Settlement boundary for Castle Carrock does not follow the natural perimeter of the field as identified in enclosed map, but cuts across it. (supporting information attached). Amend the settlement boundary to include the full field. 5562
3. Link to objection 5597. Settlement boundary at Castle Carrock does not include curtilage as identified on attached map. Settlement boundary amended.  5598
4. Settlement boundary at Hayton is too restrictive. Ought to be enlarged as identified on attached map. 5647
Summary of Support

1. Support for the Hayton settlement boundary. 5224
Reasoning and Comment

The land in question is integral to the village and agree that this should form part of the settlement Although used for farm storage it is surrounded by existing housing which is already included within the settlement boundary.  5209
The settlement boundary in connection to this site was taken in regard to proposed development which limited the amount of housing to part of the site.  The field was well contained within the development limits of the village and following a number of planning applications planning permission has been granted for residential development. In the initial stages the topography of the site was considered to be an issue combined with scale of development and need.  However after further work by landscape consultants it was considered that the site topography contained the site within the village and did not harm the qualities of the AONB.  On this basis a clear defensible settlement boundary would be more appropriate than an arbitrary line. Agree that the settlement boundary should be amended to include the whole of former Sid’s field.  5562

Since this site was proposed as an extension to the settlement boundary the former small garage has been redeveloped as a permanent domestic garage for Castle Gate Cottage.  The remainder of the site has taken on the appearance of domestic curtilage and clearly emphasises the physical limits of the site.  Castle Gate Cottage is a relatively new dwelling granted on the basis that the beck forms a strong physical boundary for the village.  Whilst the track forms a strong boundary the change in character of the proposed site changes its setting and it has a stronger visual relationship with the village.  It is considered that the site should be included within the settlement boundary.  5598
Although this is a minor extension to the settlement boundary, it is in the vicinity of recent development.  It is considered that the recent development has led to a number of new dwellings built this village and there is no need for further extension at this site. The settlement boundary has excluded backland development in this area which could lead to a precedent for other properties to spread northwards away from the core of the village.  5647
Recommendation

Amend settlement boundary to include land to the rear of properties on the north side of Rectory Road.  5209
Amend settlement boundary (Castle Carrock Inset) to include all of Sid’s field.  5562
Amend settlement boundary to include land opposite Castle Gate Cottage.  5598
No change to meet this representation.  5647

POLICY H01j - Locations of New Housing Development

Cumwhinton, Gt Corby, Scotby & Wetheral

Objections  5035, 5101, 5354, 5583, 5600, 5610, 5624, 5616, 5640, 5644, 5743, 5744, 5745, 5746, 7036, 7057, 7058, 7020, 7134 ( 18 No)

Supports  ( 0 No) 


Summary of Objections

Cumwhinton

1. Wants the settlement boundary at Cumwhinton extended. 5354
2. Link to Objection 5584.  Settlement boundaries are too restrictive and further land should be allocated for residential development.  Suggested change to settlement boundary suggested on attached map.  5583
3. Cumwhinton - Land between Chapel House and The Banks – line should continue across releasing land for one infill site. 5743
Great Corby

4. Great Corby Inset map boundary should be modified as per attached map. 5616
5. Great Corby - It is felt the land currently used, as Playing Field should be excluded from the boundary. The PC wish to see a tighter boundary to the rear of Orchard House. 5744
Scotby

6. Settlement boundary includes part of land owned by objector, but excludes that on which a dwelling has been built.  Would like Scotby settlement boundary revised. 5101
7. Link to Objection 5609. Settlement boundary for Scotby is too restrictive. Amend the boundary to include land identified on enclosed Map and allocate for residential. 5610
8. Link to Objection 5625. Settlement boundary at Scotby is too restrictive. Amend boundary to include land as identified on enclosed map and be allocated for housing (2 sites). 5624
9. Scotby settlement boundaries are too tight. Settlement boundary should be redefined as indicated on the attached plan. 5640

10. Settlement boundary to Scotby is too restrictive. Ought to be enlarged to encompass land as identified on the attached map and be allocated for residential purposes. 5644
11. 
Land at Scotby Road to the rear of Hedley Cross line should link across releasing land for an infill site for maximum of two properties. Land at Park Road – There are properties outside of the proposed boundary line plus two dwellings have been won on appeal.  It is felt that the boundary line should include these.  The Council does not wish to see the extension of dwellings into the existing “Greenfield” land but feel the existing dwellings and the two approved dwellings should be within the village envelope.  We would not wish the boundary to be altered on the Scotby House side of the road. Land at Broomfallen Road between 36 and 44? Boundary should continue across to release land for an infill site for a maximum of two properties. 5745
12. Site identified at Scotby suitable as an infill site for Housing. 7057
13. Site identified at Scotby suitable as an infill site for Housing. 7058
14. Scotby Settlement Boundary to include land identified and be allocated for residential development. 7020
15. Settlement boundary at Scotby to be amended to include identified site. 7134
Wetheral

16. Site at Plains Road on which there is outline planning permission has been proposed as amenity open space.  Wants the Local Plans to amend the plan.5035
17. Link to Objection 5599. Settlement boundary of Wetheral is too restrictive. Amend the boundary to include all/part of the land identified on enclosed map (2 sites). 5600
18. The land to the rear of Wetheral Cemetery is a Woodland Cemetery and the PC wonder whether this should be included in the boundary line. 5746
15 Wetheral Settlement Boundary is too tight. 7036
Reasoning and Comment

Agree with the objector that the proposals map shows the incorrect land use.  The site has permission for residential use (now developed) and the designation as amenity use should be removed. 5035
Agree to revise the settlement boundary as the new dwelling is near to the centre of the village and excluding it from the settlement boundary is an anomaly.  5101
Whilst it is recognised that there is potential to improve school facilities by extending the settlement boundary as requested this would also lead to additional housing on a greenfield site.  Housing allocations are only considered appropriate for Brampton and Longtown as Key Service Centres and not in Local Service centres due to the limited amount of rural housing supply available.  The site could accommodate over 20 units taking up a large proportion of the remaining annual supply for the rural area for one settlement.  Development should be directed across all the local service centres and not limited to a few due to over allocation of supply.  5354
It is recognised that the plan has restrictive settlement boundaries for each of the local service centres where only a limited number of dwellings would be permissible.  This is set in the overall context of the Structure Plan with only a limited number of permissions remaining during the plan period.  Allocating sites within the Local Service Centres (and nearly all have a representation at the Inquiry combined with high affordability issues in the rural area) would create an oversupply of housing against RPG and Structure Plan limitations.  Disagree that this land should be allocated.  5583, 5600
It is recognised that the plan has restrictive settlement boundaries for each of the local service centres where only a limited number of dwellings would be permissible.  This is set in the overall context of the Structure Plan with only a limited number of permissions remaining during the plan period.  Allocating sites within the Local Service Centres (and nearly all have a representation at the Inquiry combined with high affordability issues in the rural area) would create an oversupply of housing against RPG and Structure Plan limitations.  In addition, it is recognised that the proposed residential development is to fit in with the existing character of this part of Scotby, and protect existing trees.  Whilst this conforms with other policies of the plan and are laudable aims, it would promote a lower density of development, not entirely inconsistent with PPS3 but nevertheless an inefficient use of land.  Disagree that this land should be allocated. 5610

Partially agree with the objector.  Both sites have potential for infill plots along Broomfallen Road.  The most northerly site is well contained with a natural boundary to limit development.  The most southerly is related to the farm and provides access to a larger field.  It is inappropriate to develop at the edge of a larger field which may cause access problems as well as raise questions as to the extent of development as there is no natural boundaries within the field.  5624
Agree that this is a more logical settlement boundary to follow the Castle as other parts of the boundary line in this part of Great Corby.  5616
Agree that the whole of Scotby should be included within the settlement boundary to the extent that properties on the southern side of Park Road should be included.  It is not agreed that the former Policy HQ building which is now converted to residential accommodation should be included.  Scotby House is set in a mature treed landscape and great care was taken to restrict development in the grounds.  Whilst all policies of the plan apply and there is now a planning history for the site it would be unreasonable to include all the land within the settlement boundary which may increase pressure for development. 5640

Although this is a relatively small site, which is limited by physical boundaries of the track and the railway line, it does not form a natural extension for the settlement boundary extending the settlement along a track where access is limited.  The development would then be on an elevated site which sets a precedent for developing into the open countryside in this part of Scotby and puts pressure on adjacent fields for their release.  It is not considered that this would be appropriate form of extension to the settlement.  This would also encourage further development to the south of the railway line as an extension of ladysteps, which is also inappropriate.  5644
Although this is a relatively minor amendment there is a separate representation to include the whole of this field and this is not supported. (See 5583)  extending the boundary across this frontage whilst infilling would potentially land lock the site behind which is not the most appropriate way of providing for future needs for access or other uses.  5743
Agree that there are a number of other uses around Orchard House and it would be inappropriate to suggest that this area be opened up for development by its inclusion within the settlement boundary.  The inclusion of the playing field within the boundary does not affect its protection as a playing field as this is covered by other policies in the plan.  There is no need to exclude it from the boundary, other paying fields remain within settlement boundaries in rural and urban locations over the plan area.  5744
Agree that the whole of Scotby should be included within the settlement boundary to the extent that properties on the southern side of Park Road should be included.  It is not agreed that the former Policy HQ building which is now converted to residential accommodation should be included.  Scotby House is set in a mature treed landscape and great care was taken to restrict development in the grounds.  Whilst all policies of the plan apply and there is now a planning history for the site it would be unreasonable to include all the land within the settlement boundary which may increase pressure for development.  Agree with the objector regarding infill plots along Broomfallen Road.  The site is well contained with a natural boundary to limit development.  Disagree that land rear of Hedley cross should link as this is a far greater field which would be land locked from Scotby Road restricting access to the A69 which may create access and egress difficulties.  5745
Note that the woodland cemetery is part of the village and no objection is raised to its inclusion within the settlement boundary.  The existing cemetery was included and this could be extended.  5746
It is recognised that the location of this site follows the form of existing development within Scotby such as Holme Close however, at a time of restrictive housing numbers the ability to accommodate larger sites with Local Service Centres would act to the detriment of housing across the rural area.  Access is also limited to the site down an existing track which joins Scotby Road.  Whilst there is a general need throughout the rural area no specific need has been identified at Scotby as there have been a series of recent developments in the village catering for a variety of housing needs.  7057, 7134
This is a large site at Scotby which if allocated would take a large proportion of the remaining housing supply for the rural area.  The scale of this proposal is out of proportion for a local service centre and is therefore not considered appropriate given the restricted housing supply context of the plan.  7058
Whilst this is contained site close to the centre of the village, the limited supply during the plan period means that sites have not been allocated for development in local service centres.  The prime focus has been the key service centres and the remaining housing will be achieved through windfall.  The high number of permissions historically has led to a more focussed strategy limiting development, to reverse that trend. Scotby has had a number of new houses in recent years and additional land is not required.   As a consequence it is not appropriate to allocate further residential development in all villages.  7020
It is agreed that the settlement boundaries have been drawn tightly around the local service centres.  This is due to the restrictive supply of housing available during the plan period.  The limit on housing supply means that allocating this large site for development would have a serious impact on the remainder of the rural area taking a large part of a year’s supply for one village which is inappropriate.  Whilst recognising that the site is well contained and relates to the village this is an inappropriate extension which is not focussed on an identified need.  7036
Recommendation

Amend the Proposals Map Wetheral Inset to remove the amenity space designation from the residential site.  5035
Amend the Proposals Map Scotby Inset to include the new dwelling adjacent Washbeck Cottage.  5101
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  5354, 5583, 5600, 5610
Amend boundary (Scotby Inset) to include only the objector’s northern site. 5624
Amend boundary (Great Corby Inset) as set out in the objection to follow the castle boundary.  5616
Amend boundary (Scotby Inset) to follow the line south of Park Road as suggested by the objector to include the whole extent of Scotby and not be restricted by the extent of the Inset map.  5640
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  5644
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  5743
Amend the boundary (Great Corby Inset) for a tighter development line around Orchard House (as shown in the redeposit plan)  5744
Amend boundary (Scotby Inset) in line with objection 5640 and Broomfallen Road in line with objection 5624.  5745
Amend the boundary (Wetheral Inset) for inclusion of the woodland cemetery.  5746
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  7057, 7134
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  7058
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  7020
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  7036

POLICY H01k Locations of New Development - small scale infill

Objections 5008, 5621 ( 2 No)

Supports  ( 0 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. Wreay is included as a rural area where small-scale development will be located. Feel that classification under the small-scale infill only settlement is more appropriate. 5008
2. Link to objection 5620. Settlement limits for Moorhouse are too tight. Settlement limits should be defined including the site shown on the attached plan. 5621
Reasoning and Comment

The settlements listed in DP1 and subsequently as Local Service Centres in H1 have been identified based upon the level of service provision provided in each settlement.  There have been a number of concerns about the potential for new housing and the Parish Council’s response clearly sets this out having undertook questionnaires of residents.  The removal of this settlement from the Local Service Centres to infilling would limit the potential for new development particularly where affordability is an issue however should a local need be identified during the plan period it could be provided for under the exceptions policy. Agree to move this to a level for minor infilling only. 5008
Moorhouse is liseted as one of the smaller settlements suitable for only small scale infill.  The village has limited services, namely a pub, and is not comparable to the service level in local service centres.  Whilst the objector’s site is central to the village it is a large site which is not suitable for new housing development in sustainable spatial terms.  This scale of new housing development is not suitable for the smaller settlements given the low level of housing supply available.  5621
Recommendation

Wreay be removed from the Local Service Centre list and put in the list of settlements for small-scale infilling. 5008
No changes with regard to this representation.  5621

POLICY  H02 - Primary Residential Areas

Objections  5399, 5573, 5577, 5646, 7019, 7289, 7291, 8123  ( 8 No)


Withdrawn Objections 5133, 5210, 5211 (3)

Supports  (0 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. The objector understands the rationale behind the approach taken in Policies H1, H2, H4, H6 and H15, and supplementary text. However, it is considered that the methodology employed by the LPA is nonetheless flawed throughout this Housing Chapter, and is not PPG3 (March 2000) compliant.  Therefore most of this Chapter objected to. 5399 

2. Underused or misused open space within PRAs should not be developed, but should be safeguarded, improved and used. 5573 

3. Unless surplus can be demonstrated, open space in primary residential areas should be retained in preference to any proposed development. 5577 

4. No sites have been allocated for residential development in Brampton. Primary Residential Area adjoining Hemblesgate should be extended as indicated on enclosed map. 5646 

5. 2 Sites at Carlisle Road Garage to be designated as Primary Residential. 7019

6. Omission - Add to Point 3 - additional text given 7289

7. Current order good - Leave 1 do not push it behind provisions 1 - 5 shown later. 7291.

8. The 4 bullet points do not address the need to ensure that housing is not built where the property & residents will be at high flood risk.  Would have expected the SFRA to be highlighted within this policy. 8123 

Summary of Withdrawn Objections

9
The triangular area of land to the rear of Ellesmere Way is identified as Primary Residential Area on the Local Plan proposals map.  However, the land has been used by the community as an area of open space for over 30 years.  The objector seeks the retention of the area of land as open space.  (5133w).
10
Eskdale House residential home in Longtown is wrongly identified on the Local Plan proposals map as white land.  It should be identified as Primary Residential Area.  (5210w).

11 Petteril House elderly persons’ home is wrongly identified as white land on the Local Plan proposals map.  It should be identified as Primary Residential Area to reflect its use.  (5211w).


Reasoning and Comment

1.
This is a general Objection about the overall housing supply and the methodology to deal with housing provision.  The objector seeks reference to sequential test before greenfield development is provided for windfall development.  This policy relates to designated primary residential areas shown on the proposals map.  It considers that in those areas windfall housing would be appropriate as the areas are already dominated by housing development.  The only areas identified are in the main urban settlement of Carlisle where 80% of new housing is to be developed and the Key Service Centres of Brampton and Longtown.  These are sequentially preferable locations in the spatial strategy reflected in RSS and the joint Structure Plan.  The intention of the policy outside those primary residential areas is still to relate to the identified urban area of Carlisle and Key Service centres of Brampton and Longtown to deal with brownfield housing windfall.  The sequential test is not relevant as this is focussed on the major centres in the district.  Agree however that a further reference to Carlisle, Brampton and Longtown would clarify this position.   (5399) 

2a
Open space which is currently used for primary leisure purposes is designated as Primary Leisure Area on the Local Plan Proposals Map.  Policy LC2 makes provision for the safeguarding of such areas. The Policy and text makes reference to an audit of open space which the Council has undertaking in accordance with advice in PPG 17.  [image: image2.png]INVESTOR IN PEOPLE



The Plan is intended to be read as a whole, and cross referencing of policies or text from PPGs is not encouraged by Government policy in relation to Plan making;

2b
Smaller areas of amenity open space which contribute to the character of settlements, and are therefore of public visual amenity value, are identified on the Proposals Map as Amenity Open Space and are protected by Policy LC3, which states that permission will not be granted for development of amenity open spaces within settlements.  Officers consider that this Policy adequately protects land designated as Amenity Open Space.  (5573).
3
Open space, whether Primary Leisure Area or Amenity Open Space is already adequately protected by the provisions of LC2 and LC3.  Officers consider that unless open space can be shown to be surplus to requirements it should be retained.  (5577).
4a
The settlement boundaries indicate the current limit of built development in a particular settlement. They are intended to control the spread of development and conserve open land;  

4b
In relation to the lack of allocated sites within Brampton for residential development, Station Road has now been allocated for residential development in the redeposit draft Local Plan;

4c
The objector considers that the remainder of the housing allocation will be met by windfall and is therefore contrary to the provisions of PPG 3.  Officers disagree with this in that the sustainable strategy of the Plan focuses development through the provisions of Policy DP1 to those locations where a level of service provision already exists and which provide alternative opportunities for travel and transport.  Brampton is a focus for rural service provision and development there will help to boost the service development for its catchment population;

4d
In relation to the land at Hemblesgate which the objector wishes to be included within the Primary Residential Area designation, officers considers that the nature of the land is that of curtilage associated with the rest of the former farm buildings, and not of the same nature as the open land to the south, beyond the conservation area boundary.  It is therefore considered that the land could reasonably be included within the Primary Residential Area designation.  However, this does not imply that the land is automatically suitable for housing development, as the impact of any proposal on the County Landscape and the conservation area will be a significant factor in determining what is acceptable.  (5646). 

5
Whilst there are few employment areas in Brampton it is recognised that the location of these two garage sites at a road junction surrounded by residential development is not a satisfactory location for more employment development and would be prohibitive to satisfactory alternative uses.  Protecting the residential environment is more appropriate in this location and agree that redesignation as a primary residential area is more appropriate. (7019)
6
This part of the policy seeks to protect the general amenity of residential areas. It is not intended that there should be a loss of amenity and it is therefore difficult to consider where a section 106 agreement can be used. Retaining the existing policy wording is stronger than promoting the potential to come to some agreement about losses to amenity. (7289)
7
No change has been made to the order of the criteria between the deposit and the redeposit neither is there an intention to change the order.  This representation objects to a change that has not been proposed in the plan. (7291)
8
This policy is intended to consider development in primary residential areas.  Where this coincides with flood zone areas as identified in the SFRA this will be considered in relation to policy LE28.  As the plan is to be read as a whole there is no need to repeat section of policy LE28 within policy H2. (8123)
9a
By their nature Primary Residential Areas are predominantly residential, although they often contain a number of other uses such as shops, pubs, churches and small areas of open space.  It is not unusual therefore to have an area of open space within a Primary Residential Area;

9b
The adjacent land to the south of the Objection site and bounded by Wigton Road, Dalston Road and Peter Lane is allocated in the Local Plan for a mix of uses including residential, leisure, retail, employment and park and ride.  The proposed use for the land immediately adjacent to the Objection site is as a Primary Leisure Area.  However, as the development of this land is a long term and phased project, officers consider that the land to the rear of Ellesmere Way could in the short term (i.e. for the duration of the new Local Plan) be re-designated as Primary Leisure Area.  The situation will be reviewed however, post 2016.  (5133w).
10
Eskdale House is a residential care home, located with a Primary Residential Area in Longtown.  As such it should be identified on the Local Plan proposals map as a Primary Residential Area.  (5210w).  

11
Petteril House is a residential care home, located on the edge of a Primary Residential Area.  As such it should be identified on the Local Plan proposals map as a Primary Residential Area.  (5211w).

Recommendation

1
That the policy be amended to read “Outside the Primary Residential Areas and sites allocated under Proposal H16 for Carlisle, Brampton and Longtown, applications…”  (5399) 

2
No change to paragraph 5.14 or 5.15. (5573).

3
No change to the policy with regard to this representation (5577)
4
That the settlement boundary and the Primary Residential Area designation at Hemblesgate, Brampton be amended as shown on the attached plan.  (5646).

5
That the two garage sites of Carlisle Road Garage be designated as Primary Residential Area. (7019)
6
No change to the policy with regard to this representation (7289)
7
No change to the policy with regard to this representation in order to retain existing policy order. (7291)
8
No change is made to the policy with regard to this representation (8123)
9
Land to the rear of Ellesmere Way has been identified as Primary Leisure Area on the amendments to proposals maps in the redeposit draft Local Plan.  (5133w).

10
Primary Residential Area designation to be extended to cover Eskdale House on the Local Plan proposals map.  Note that the amendments to the proposals map for Longtown in the redeposit draft plan shows an incorrect boundary for this amendment.  (5210w).

11
Primary Residential Area designation has been extended to cover Petteril House on the amendments to proposals maps in the re-deposit draft Local Plan.  (5211w).


POLICY H04 – Residential Development on Previously Developed Land and Phasing of Development

Objections 5114, 5131, 5261, 5267, 5292, 5340, 5400, 7159, 7246 ( 9 No)

Supports 5234, 5245, 5495, 7072, 8101 ( 5 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. The need to recognise the Structure Plan Policy within the Local Plan with further amplification on how it will apply to housing set out in the policy. 5114

2. Limitations for development outside brownfield sites. 5131

3. Objection to the approach to g/f allocations & their release in terms of the sequential approach set out in RPG13 & the emerging Joint Structure Plan. Control over the timing (& rate of) release of g/f allocations in line with structure plan requirements rather than restricting sustainable b/f windfall sites through DC policies. 5261

4. Policy fails to reflect requirements of PPG3. Wants separate policy for previously developed land & phasing, making it clear that previously developed land in sustainable locations will be granted planning permission, if necessary, ahead of g/f sites. 5267

5. The Agency welcomes the emphasis on brownfield development. However, it is important that the plan is flexible enough to allow small-scale greenfield development where necessary to meet local rural needs.  It may be helpful for the plan to advocate an explicit sequential approach so that where there are insufficient brownfield sites in rural areas, the policy would allow the next sustainable alternative to meet local needs. The plan should propose a sequential approach to site selection in rural areas, so that where there are insufficient brownfield sites in rural areas the policy would allow the next sustainable alternative to meet local needs. 5292

6. Definition of buildings not currently in use for agricultural purposes.  To avoid uncertainty regarding building not currently in use for agricultural purposes are previously developed land.  This should be confirmed by policy.  Link to Objection 5341. 5340

7. FLD understands the rationale behind the approach taken in Policies H1, H2, H4, H6 and H15, and supplementary text. However, FLD considers that the methodology employed by the LPA is nonetheless flawed throughout this Housing Chapter, and is not PPG3 (March 2000) compliant. FLD therefore objects to the bulk of this Chapter. Objection submitted with full text. 5400

8. Wording is nonsensical. Wording to be revised. 7159

9. 5.21 final sentence requires explanation as does not refer to any national planning policy – Delete. 5.23 - suggests that PPG3 can be applied retrospectively - Delete para. 7246

Summary of Supports

10. Development of the housing element envisaged to commence 2006. 5234

11. Development of the housing element envisaged to commence 2006. 5245

12. PPG3 supports new housing developments on previously developed b/f land in order to restrict new residential development on g/f land. 5495

13. Support the addition to this policy. 7072

14. Seems to be in accordance with para 13 of PPS9. 8101
Reasoning and Conclusions

1
Agree that the sequential approach in relation to previously developed land needs to be clarified within the policy.  5114
2
Whilst it is recognised that restrictions on rural housing may contribute to increased house prices the Local Plan strategy must be developed in accordance with national policy, regional spatial strategy and the Joint Structure Plan. The Structure Plan sets overall housing targets with regard to the umber of permissions granted and the amount of brownfield.  The level of brownfield development is set at only 40% for the rural area. This is not considered to be excessive given that national target of 60%.  Greenfield development is permissable however its location still requires control to avoid the spread of housing development throughout the countryside.  The amount of housing remaining for the plan period is however limited and allocating additional housing sites is not feasible without creating an inconsistent approach with other tiers of policy. (5131)
3
Disagree that by delaying any greenfield development will produce a better development strategy.  Clarifying the extent of any greenfield development by allowing only allocated sites to come forward limit the amount of greenfield to achieve annual targets.  The objector’s preferred solution would result in brownfield initially and then subsequent pressure for a large amount of greenfield leaving the council in its previous situation (2000-2004) of being unable to deliver government targets for brownfield development.  The policies still promote brownfield development. It is more appropriate to ensure that a phased release of any greenfield sites is accommodated within the plan. (5261)
4
Whilst it is agreed that sequentially preferable brownfield sites should be developed before greenfield there is a need to plan for the whole plan period and not delay housing development until potential brownfield sites may come forward.  The revised redeposit plan makes reference to Carlisle Renaissance sites which are sequentially preferable brownfield sites however there may be some time in bringing these forward and this should not be at the expense of new housing provision within the district. (5267)

5
The plan strategy focuses development on key and local service centres.  The rural table under Proposal H16 indicates that the plan’s brownfield target for rural areas has already been met and that the remaining provision could all be greenfield.  A lower target for rural areas is set compared to the urban City target to reflect less opportunities for brownfield development in the rural area part of the district. The plan strategy already accommodates the concerns of the objector. (5292)
6
There is no ambiguity in government guidance regarding buildings used or previously used for agricultural purposes.  PPG3 and PPS3 definitions are clear that agriculture was the last use and therefore the buildings are considered greenfield. There is no necessity to duplicate PPS guidance in the Local Plan. (5340)
7
There are two contextual references to policy H4 by the objector in their general statement about the housing strategy and allocations within the Plan.  The first relates to the urban potential/capacity work the Council has undertaken.  Whilst it is agreed that that it should not be just an expression of a figure, it has been used to identify potential sites which have been allocated in Proposals H16.  This may not be explicit within the plan.  This can however be realised on examination of the UCS and the sites which have come forward and been developed for housing since the last update.  A greater reference to sequential approach should be included within this policy to make it clear in this policy that sites need to be in sequential locations not only previously developed.  

The second reference is to the plan not giving sufficient priority to the Raffles redevelopment as a major brownfield contribution.  The potential for housing is identified in Proposals H16 and it is referenced in the regeneration policy DP2 in the main spatial strategy of the plan.  In addition planning permission has been granted for redevelopment of the housing which is well underway.  There is little extra that can be incorporated within the plan to achieve completion of the development.  5400
8
The proposed wording in the redeposit plan is not non-sensical.  There are sites within Carlisle district and wider Cumbria, such as former army camps, which are not in sustainable locations but are previously developed.  The objector’s site (from other representations) is in a sustainable location being within the City and would not conflict with this part of the policy.  7159
9 The Council’s urban capacity study indicates the scope for brownfield sites to be brought forward for development.  In addition the work of Carlisle Renaissance is identifying further opportunities for redevelopment of urban sites.  Given the scale of development within the rural area and the number of settlements, there are few opportunities for brownfield development.  The plan strategy to achieve brownfield targets is therefore more reliant on those sites being identified within the City.  This does not prevent brownfield development in rural areas should appropriate sites come forward but the plan has to be able to deliver the brownfield land to meet the targets set in RSS and the Joint Structure Plan.  


PPG3 is not being applied retrospectively.  PPG3 would be applied to any new development proposals coming forward.  These may consist of redesign of schemes or amendments as development is taking place which is often the case on larger sites. Even though they are greenfield, the sites would already have permission for development and this establishes that increasing density would make more efficient use of this land.  This policy would not be used to restrict the existing permission as that is not possible.  It does however also refer to the fact that should permission lapse this policy will be applied and permission not necessarily granted again.  Do not agree that paragraph 5.23 should be deleted.  7246
10
This representation supports the reference from the Strategic Environmental Assessment which refers to the inclusion of a reference to biodiversity.  This is covered by Policy LE1 and there is no need to cross-reference in connection with this policy, as the plan should be read as a whole.  8101
Recommendation

1 Insert additional text in the policy to read:

“These targets will be achieved through a sequential approach to site development where brownfield sites are available in the sustainable locations consistent with DP1 and not developed solely because they are brownfield sites.”  (5114)
2
No change made to the policy with regard to this representation (5131)
3
No change made to the policy with regard to this representation (5261)
4
No change made to the policy with regard to this representation  (5267)
5
No change made to the policy with regard to this representation (5292)
6
No change made to the policy with regard to this representation (5340)
7
The only change proposed to the plan with regard to this representation is the additional text proposed in response to Objection 5114 set out above.  (5400)
8
No change made to the policy with regard to this representation (7159)
9
No change made to the policy with regard to this representation (7246)
10
No change made to the policy with regard to this representation (8101)

POLICY H05 – Affordable Housing

To follow
POLICY H06 – Rural Exception Sites

Objections  5023, 5152, 5294, 5343, 5401, 7247 ( 6 No)

Supports 5318 ( 1 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. Policy Statement No 3 is not sufficiently strongly worded. Want it to reflect the robust nature of Policy CP2 or should refer back to that policy to show that more stringent criteria are to be applied in AONBs. 5023
2. Section 2 of the Policy 'detailed agreement' has no meaning in this context. Should stipulate s.106 agreements will be sought. 5152
3. The Agency is concerned that nationally the current planning system has failed to meet affordable housing needs through the current quota system and exception policies.  In our comments at the Issues stage we suggested an alternative approach to the exception policy for the Council to consider.  This is for sites to be allocated for ’social diversity’ in development plans. These Sites for Social Diversity (SSDs) would be in small settlements where development would normally be precluded because of environmental constraints and there is a socio-economic imbalance compared for example to the county average.  This is really an alternative to the  ‘exceptions’ policy approach and also would be supported by Section 106 agreements.   We would prefer a replacement policy that allocates ‘Sites for Social Diversity’ in small settlements where development would otherwise be precluded. However, if an exception policy is retained, the final sentence should be reworded to ‘the proposal is well related to the settlement where the need has been identified and respects the local landscape character’. The supporting text should also set out the nature of the evidence that would be required to justify the exception, and may helpfully refer to the Cumbria Rural Housing Trust in supporting Parish Council surveys of housing needs. 5294
4. The policy should specifically identify sites where exception sites will be permitted to provide affordable housing.  It is not appropriate to leave exception sites wholly to the vagaries of the development control process. 5343
5. FLD understands the rationale behind the approach taken in Policies H1, H2, H4, H6 and H15, and supplementary text. However, FLD considers that the methodology employed by the LPA is nonetheless flawed throughout this Housing Chapter, and is not PPG3 (March 2000) compliant. FLD therefore objects to the bulk of this Chapter. objects to Policy H6 because it is not sufficiently related to the established settlements and villages identified in Policy H1. Objection submitted with full text. 5401
6. Implies use of low cost G/F land for subsidising low cost housing.  It is an attempt to bypass sequential approach.  Contrary to national planning guidance & opens it up to abuse. Delete Policy. 7247

Summary of Support

7
Support for the policy.  Believes that some of the lands bordering the development limit (as designated in red on the attached map) would be suitable as a rural exception site(s). 5318
Reasoning and Comment

1
Criterion 3 should be strengthened to refer to local landscape character. This would directly relate to the primary purpose of AONB designation which relates to the character of the landscape.  Cross-referencing is not required in the plan as all relevant policies should be considered and the plan read as a whole.  The exception is the release of the land not the ability to relate to the local landscape.  5023
2
Agree with the objector that detailed is not specific enough and reference should be made to S106 agreements.  5152
3
Whilst needs have been identified in relation to a housing market assessment this is in a general context for rural east or rural west of the district and not related to individual parish level.  ON the basis of this data it would be difficult to determine which settlements should have sites allocated.  Additional work has been undertaken in some such as Burgh-by-Sands and a site has been identified through the exception process rather than allocated.  Whilst the allocation of Sites for Social Diversity would be a good idea it is not possible at this time to identify such sites within the plan.  The objector provides an alternative based on the existing exception sites policy.  Changing to the reference to local landscape character is a stronger and more relevant wording of the policy and is agreed.  Reference to the work of Cumbria Rural Housing Trust is also worthy of reference to the plan due to the extensive work they undertake with rural communities throughout Cumbria.  5294
4
Disagree with the objector.  The nature of affordable housing for exceptional needs is that the sites are often required in response to needs surveys that occur throughout the plan period.  The principal of such sites was established in Circular 6/98 in dealing with affordable housing.  Where there is known need sites could be identified however the Council’s housing needs information is based on market areas and these are broad areas east and west of Carlisle.  It is not practical to specify the sites without detailed work on the location of the need relating to individual parishes.  The policy caters for exceptional circumstances to deal with this need as and when the specific details are determined.  5343

5
Disagree that the policy allows affordable housing to be built anywhere in the district.  The policy clearly states that it should be well related to the settlement where need is identified and the spatial strategy sets out the settlements regarded in the plan for housing provision.  Detailed needs surveys are undertaken on parish or conglomeration of parishes and the settlements listed are spread around the district reflecting the existing pattern of services and facilities.  An appropriate settlement will be located wherever need is identified to be able to provide a scheme.  Some parishes do not have settlements listed in DP1 or H1 and would be expected to join with neighbouring parishes to identify need in order for a feasible affordable housing scheme to become financially viable.  5401
6
The principle of exceptions sites to tackle affordable housing need has been established for some time and detailed in Circular 6/98.  PPS3 and its supplement have recently replaced this Circular and the use of Rural Exception Sites is considered appropriate as referenced in paragraph 30.  The principle remains a sound one to assist in provision of much needed affordable housing in rural areas.  It is not clear how this can be abused as very few schemes actually deliver the housing however it is related to settlements within the plan which are listed as part of the spatial strategy.  The need is locally identified and related to the parish so sequentially land well related to the settlement is the most appropriate location.  Disagree that the policy should be deleted.  7247
Recommendation

1
Amend criterion 3 of the policy to read “the proposal is well related to the settlement were the need has been identified and does not involve a significant impact on respects the local landscape character.  5023
2
Amend criterion 1 to delete “detailed” and replace with “S106”  5152
3
Amend criterion 3 as set out in response to representation 5023 above.  Insert additional sentence at the end of paragraph 5.38 to read “Cumbria Rural Housing Trust undertakes many of these surveys on behalf of Carlisle City Council.”  5294
4
No change with regard to this representation  5343
5
No change with regard to this representation  5401
6
No change with regard to this representation  7247

POLICY H07 – Agricultural and Forestry Need

Objections  7304, 7316 (2 No)

Withdrawn Objections 5153

Supports 5063, 5153, 5757 (2 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. No justification for S106 to control occupation of agricultural dwellings.  In accordance with PPS7 the scope of the policy should also include for 'other occupational dwellings'.  The ref to Annex E in PPG7 being relevant to the assessment of need is wrong. 7304
2. Use of S106 on agricultural dwellings in unnecessary.  PPG7 should be referring to Annex I not E. 7316
Summary of Withdrawn Objections

3
The text to the policy refers to 'occupancy conditions', but practice shows that S 106 agreements are much more effective and enforceable.  The policy should stipulate that s.106 agreements will be sought.  (5153w).

Summary of Support

4
Support for continual reliance on the requirements of PPG7, soon to become PPS7. 5063
5 Support, but must be policed. 5757
Reasoning and Comment

1
That occupancy conditions can be used in the majority of cases to ensure that dwellings are kept available for the identified need rather than the use of S106 agreements for every case.  PPS7 states that Annex I not annex E is appropriate agree it is incorrectly quoted and the correct annex should be referenced.  7304
2
Agree that occupancy conditions can be used in the majority of cases to ensure that dwellings are kept available for the identified need rather than the use of S106 agreements for every case.  Since the publication of PPS7 the referencing has changed.  Annex A of PPS7 relates specifically to Agricultural, Forestry and Other Occupational Dwellings. Agree that this reference should be updated. 7316

3
Officers accept that S 106 agreements can in certain circumstances be more effective and enforceable than occupancy conditions. However, PPS 7 states that where the need for an agricultural or forestry workers dwelling has been accepted, it will be necessary to ensure that the dwellings are kept available for meeting this need.  For this purpose planning permission should be made subject to appropriate occupancy conditions.  (5153w).

Recommendation

Policy is amended as follows:

Within the remainder of the Plan area, outside areas covered by Policy H1 and Proposal H156, permission will not be given for dwellings, except where applications are supported by a proven agricultural or forestry need. The size of dwelling should be commensurate with the scale of the business to which it relates. 
Section 106 agreements or occupancy conditions will be used to ensure that such dwellings are only occupied by those working in agriculture or forestry.  (7304, 7316, 5153w).

Amend paragraph 5.43  “…the Council will refer to advice contained in Annex A to PPS7.  It should be noted….”  Delete reference to “This annex remains extant and has not been superseded by PPS7 Sustainable Development in Rural Areas” as this refers to Annex E permitted development rights for agriculture and forestry. (7304, 7316)

POLICY H08 – Conversion of Existing Premises

Objections  5024, 5246, 5296, 5345, 5346, 5518, 5633, 7248 ( 8 No)

Withdrawn Objections 5344, 5518 (2 No)

Supports 7055 ( 1 No) 

Summary of Objections

1. Policy does not recognise the potential for the curtilage features, mainly gardens and access tracks etc to have a major detrimental effect on local character. Would like it added to the Policy as would like this aspect controlled. (5024)

2. Reference to Listed buildings only for conversion should be removed; policy needs to be revised to reflect PPS7 paras. 17 and 18; in particular considers criteria 1 inappropriate & too restrictive.  Suggested wording given. Recognition of sustainable locations needs to be made. (5246)

3. This policy appears to be overly restrictive and inconsistent with the last section of policy H2.  As it is currently worded the policy would only apply to listed buildings in remote areas.  There may be other buildings in rural areas that would meet local needs and could be sensitively converted. The Agency would prefer the approach used in policy H2 which sets out the criteria against which proposals for change of use should be assessed.  This policy could supplement policy H2 but the Agency would wish to see a more positive approach. Policy H8 should not be restricted to Listed Buildings.  The policy should set out positive criteria that development proposals need to meet, as in Policy H2. (5296)

4. The policy should not refer only to Listed Buildings. It does not set out when residential development will be acceptable in principle but includes specific marketing tests such as 6 months marketing for employment.  (5345)

5. Policy does not follow the terms of PPS7 of which para. 17 acknowledges in certain circumstances residential conversions may be more appropriate than business re-use.  The policy should set out in what circumstances residential conversions are appropriate & not require any marketing. (5346)

6. Para 5.46 clearly anticipates that the Policy will apply to buildings other than listed ones. Criteria 1 - the word ‘listed’ should be deleted. (5633)

7. Final sentence is contrary to PPG7 paras 3.15 & 3.19.  Delete final sentence (6009)

8. It is not possible to convert non-residential to residential without loss of character. The policy will result in the degradation of the rural area. Over the last plan area an excessive amount of permissions for the conversion of these types of buildings have been given. Delete policy. (7248)


Withdrawn Objection

9.  The policy needs to be clearer as to if it only pertains to Listed Buildings.  Are there any other buildings which are worthy of conversion?  (5344)
10.  Policy could be improved by reference to the importance these buildings may have for certain protected species. Policy should include acceptable criteria (wording given). (5518)
Summary of Support

11. Supports criterion 1  (7055)
Reasoning and Comment

1 Criterion 5 refers to means of access respecting the character of the landscape.  The character of any access to a site and boundary treatment can be controlled through the submission of details and planning condition.  It would be reasonable to add a reference to the boundary treatment under the 6th criterion.   (5024)

2
The policy is written in the Chapter on Housing. There is a recognition that residential conversion may be the most appropriate use in the final sentence of para. 5.46.  Also, that proximity to other dwellings may make residential conversion the most appropriate option. (5.46)   The suggested wording has been used in criterion 6 in the Redeposit draft.  All applications are considered against other policies of the Local Plan including the policy for the sustainability of the location, Policy DP1.  (5246)

The reference to only listed buildings for conversion has been deleted in the Redeposit draft.  There is a recognition that conversion to other use is undesirable as criterion 1 expects evidence that an alternative use is not viable. (5246) 

3
The positive criteria against which an application would be assessed are included.  The policy does supplement Policy H2 as it applies to conversions outside  residential areas.  (5296)


4,5,6,9
The guidance in PPS7 is that re-use for economic development purposes will usually be preferable.  There is a reference in criterion 1 to viability and this is should be shown through appropriate marketing for a reasonable period, of six months.  This could be clarified by additional supporting text.  The reference to listed buildings has been deleted in the Redeposit draft.  The criteria set out the circumstances in which residential conversions are appropriate. PPS7 refers to sustainable development and the overall spatial policy DP1 supported by H1 sets out the locations for residential development.  Outside of these locations any residential development should be justified.  As PPS7 refers the criterion are set out in the plan. (5344w)(5345) (5346) (5633)

7
Agree that guidance does not preclude conversion although this should be done as an exception rather than a general acceptance when considered against other Government planing policy guidance/statements.  (6009)

8
There is a need for a policy which amplifies the exceptions at the end of policy H2.  There are premises in rural areas which have had uses other than residential:  barns, water board premises, former railway properties e.g.  These may be substantial and have character.  As referred to in criterion 1 and para. 5.46, re-use for economic development purposes is preferable but where this is not feasible or possible, residential use will be a second option.  Inevitably there will be some impact on the landscape because there is no control over gardens and limited control over property boundaries, but it should not result in degradation.  Conversion should lead to care for the building and surroundings which is preferable to dereliction, which might result if the policy was removed.  Reference to a large number of rural permissions relates to all rural development not just that from conversion of premises.  In addition this was in the context of a less restrictive spatial strategy with 80 rural settlements listed for development.  The overall strategy has been changed with a greater urban emphasis in the plan.  (7248)   

10 There does not need to be a reference to protected species in buildings for conversion.  This is referred to in the policy for landscape character and biodiversity. (CP1)  Cross-referencing of subjects is not desirable and leads to duplication.  (5518w)

Recommendation

1
Add to criterion 6 after building:  ‘ and the site boundaries’ and after ‘surrounding’ delete  ‘s’ at the end of ‘surroundings’ and add ‘landscape’.   This addition would add consideration of the surroundings and landscape. Further emphasis is given to this in new wording in para. 5.47 (5024)

2,4,5
The reference to a building having to be listed was removed in the Redeposit draft. The wording of the policy should remain unchanged.   (5246, 5344w, 5345)

3 The wording of the policy should remain unchanged.  (5296)
5
The wording of the policy should remain unchanged however additional clarification of “viability” should be added to paragraph 5.46.  Additional sentence to read:  “Alternative uses to residential conversion should be fully explored.  If such uses prove to be unviable, evidence will be required.  This should include 12 months active marketing with a local agent or similar.”   (5346)  

6
The wording of the policy should remain unchanged.  (5633)
7
Amend final sentence of policy to read “The conversion of very remote buildings will be subject to sustainability tests to assess their acceptability.”  6009 

8 The wording of the policy should remain unchanged.   Retain policy. (7248)  

10
The wording of the policy should remain unchanged. (5518w)
Additional Officer recommendations for policy amendments:

a.
A new criterion 2 was added after the publication of the Deposit Draft to make reference to and take into account the historic/architectural/archaeological value of a building.  This was an omission in the initial draft of the policy; a subsequent reference to the design and appearance of the building was made in para. 5.46.

b.
Add ‘and’ at the end of criterion 2 and criterion 5 to make all the criteria apply equally.  (Text omission)

c. Para. 5.47:  3rd line after ‘countryside’ change the full stop to a comma and change the capital ‘W’ to lower case ‘w’.  (Text error)

d. The other amendments to the paras. of the Redeposit draft reflect reinforcement of the new wording in criteria and updates from guidance since the Deposit draft.


POLICY H10 – Replacement Dwellings in the Rural Area

Objections  7021, 7133, 7250 ( 3 No)

Supports 5297 ( 1 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. Rewording of Policy as it currently lacks precision.  Wording given. 7021

2. Criterion 2 should not include a size increase % as each app should be judged on its own merits. 7133

3. Does not motivate to restore or renovate existing dwellings. Delete Policy. 7250

Summary of Support

4. The Agency supports this positive policy that allows the replacement of dwellings in rural areas. 5297

Reasoning and Comment

1a
Agree that the definition of the rural area should be clarified to avoid doubt.  This should relate to those areas outside the centres listed in Policy H1.  That policy allows residential development subject to certain criterion and therefore would not be expected to be duplicated by the criterion in this policy.

1b
The 15% increase referred to in criterion 2 should relate to the footprint and would not prevent second storey development e.g. dormers providing criterion 3 can be met.  The policy should not discourage smaller properties from being adapted to more modern living requirements but should still prevent larger properties being created which remove properties from the lower end of the housing market for affordability reasons.  Amending the reference to footprint should still enable this to be achieved.

1c
The location on or close to the site is to ensure that it is a replacement dwelling being considered to maintain existing stock and not just the opportunity for new build.  To much flexibility could result attempts to build in a separate field which may not be appropriate.  It is considered that there is sufficient flexibility in criterion 1 to consider the circumstances outlined by the objector without the need to add further flexibility in the policy.  7021

2
In order to protect the smaller stock of properties throughout the rural area to which this policy may apply, officers need a guide in terms of acceptable scale.  15% is sufficient to make small cottages more adaptable for modern living and to add extra bedrooms to larger replacement properties without dramatic effect on the housing stock in rural areas.  The policy will be applied flexibly to ensure that unusual living conditions do not result due to scale restrictions but any exceptions would have to be justified.  There a few ways in which the existing housing stock can remain affordable and given the high level of affordability that causes concern throughout Cumbria.  There is a need to put in place measures that will help retain some properties in the lower parts of the housing market, irrespective of the size of site.  7133
3
Not all properties are suitable for renovation and some inhabited properties are on their way to dereliction.  These should not be left to decay as long as they contribute to part of the existing housing stock.  There is a duty to encourage vacant/empty properties into re-use to improve the housing stock.  Whilst it is agreed that replacement dwellings would look like new dwellings the use in that particular location has already been established.  The restriction in size would discourage many whom previously sought to replace small properties with large family houses.  The previous policy basis would have had greater encouragement to replace with new.  Derelict properties in the countryside would have a greater impact if left to decay. Some however may continue to decay where established use rights cannot be determined.  7250
Recommendation

1a
Add sentence to 5.54, “ For the purposes of this policy, the rural area relates to those areas outwith the settlements listed in Policy H1.”

1b
Add “… a 15% increase in the footprint of the original dwelling;”

1c
No change 7021
2
No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  7133
3
No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  7250

POLICY  H12 – Subdivision of Houses and Houses in Multiple Occupation

Objections  7251, 8060 ( 2 No)

Supports 0 ( 0 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. Many 2/3 storey Victorian Houses suitable for subdivision are close to the city centre where statistically only 40% of households own a car.  The car parking provision is contrary to national planning guidance. Delete: item 2 'car parking provision'; item 4 'adequate internal and external space to be provided' and paras 5.57; 5.58; 5.59; 5.62. 7251

2. Reword after Policy: "Proposals for additional subdivision of properties within the Chatsworth Square & Portland Square to houses of multiple occupation will not be acceptable.  Proposals for their subdivision into good quality residential apartments may be appropriate provided the design is of sufficient quality and the nature of the locality is not significantly compromised." 
Reword or remove para after policy as it is highly unlikely that the market would deem the conversion of these premises back to individual residential units. 8060
Reasoning and Comments

1
Agree that there is a stock of larger 2/3 storey Victorian properties close to the City Centre but to have a blanket policy to accept sub-division could act to the detriment of residential amenity in those areas.  There are a large number of properties already converted and a number of guest houses which impact upon on-street parking and provision of ancillary measures such as bin/recycling storage.  It is acknowledged that there are opportunities for people to walk and use public transport when living close to the City Centre but individual choice will dictate whether people choose to own a car and therefore need to park it even if they limit use.  The County Council as highway authority advise the City Council on parking requirements and parking standards are to be reviewed following publication of PPS3.  This has not yet taken place and therefore inappropriate to change the policy at this time.  Criterion 2 refers to appropriate car parking provision and the policy covers a larger area than Castle Ward and those close to the City Centre.  Do not agree that this needs to be deleted.

Adequate internal and external space needs to remain in the policy to protect the residential environment of future occupiers.  Do not agree to deletion of supporting paragraphs.  7251
2
Agree that the suggested wording added to the policy may be too onerous particularly of the market does not provide intended occupiers.  The context however is important and some distinction should be made due to the high quality of these unique squares in Carlisle. Agree to amend wording to reflect high quality development of either individual residences or high spec apartments rather than Houses in Multiple Occupation.  8060

Recommendation

1.
No change with regard to this representation.  7251
2
Amend the wording of the policy to add: “Proposals for additional subdivision of properties within Chatsworth Square and Portland Square to houses of multiple occupation will not be acceptable.  Proposals for the subdivision into good quality residential apartments may be appropriate provided the design is of sufficient quality and the nature of the locality is not significantly compromised.”  Replace the reference in policy initiated by Carlisle Renaissance study.  8060

POLICY H13 – Special Needs Housing

Objections  5648, 7040   ( 2 No)

Supports 0 ( 0 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. The expectation that special housing needs can be provided largely within Primary Residential Areas is unrealistic. A more relaxed approach is required.  The reference to consistency with other policies should be removed or modified I.e. accepting that such uses could be appropriate within the Urban Fringe subject to criteria being satisfied. 5648 

2. The definitive list of priority groups will be held by Supporting People and will also include "marginalised groups".  Supporting People Cumbria has representation from 6 districts but the responsible body is County council. 7040
Reasoning and Comment

1
Disagree with objection. Special needs housing applications should be assessed against the same principles as other housing developments and it is therefore appropriate to refer in criterion 1 to consistency with other policies. There is scope within policy H1 to allow for development in less sustainable locations where there is justification and an identified need. Housing for people with special needs should be located where it would enable the occupants to be integrated into society and have equal access to public transport and services. Therefore in most instances special needs housing is more suited to central locations which are highly accessible and enable access to amenities and facilities e.g. healthcare, and other services which may be required.  5648

2
Acknowledge the references made by the representation to other “marginalised” groups which are not referred to in the policy or supporting text.  It is considered that reference should be made to ensure appropriate housing provision is made for those who need it.  7040
Recommendation

1 No change to policy (5648)
2
Amend paragraph 5.65 to read “…..facilities for them should be encouraged.  Supporting People is established to deal with a variety of special needs including those from marginalised groups who may also have specific housing requirements.  These should be considered in the context of this policy.  Provision of accommodation….”  7040

POLICY H14 – Gypsies and Travellers

Objections 5519, 5656 ( 2 No)

Supports 5303 ( 1 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. Policy should include in acceptable criteria (wording given). 5519
2. The text makes no reference to Carlisle City Council discussing applications for sites with other agencies such as Carlisle and District Primary Care Trust. Where an application is being considered, Carlisle and District Primary Care Trust needs to be involved to ensure that it is able to meet the health care needs of gypsies when they arrive on a site. Reference to working with Carlisle and District Primary Care Trust to ensure that capacity exists to meet the health care needs of gypsies. 5656
Summary of Support

While supporting the policy the following suggestions have been made:

1. 
Reference to the possible need for different kind of sites

2. 
Re monitoring: could number & size of unauthorised sites be used as an indicator of need? 

3. 
Would it be possible for CCC to discuss site applications with other agencies. Location and Human Rights must not be overlooked. 

4. 
Use the phrase Gypsies and Travellers. 

5. 
Gypsy & Traveller should be capitalised throughout as with any ethnic group. 5303
Reasoning and Comment

Agree to the inclusion of text relating to water management (5519)
Officers consider that it is unnecessary to include a reference in the local plan to consultation with other agencies on applications. Consultation is a procedural matter and consultees are to be identified at the application validation stage prior to the assessment of an application against the policies in the local plan. We do however consider that consultation e.g. with the Primary Care Trust may be may be a useful exercise to ensure that the healthcare needs of Gypsies and Travellers are taken into account and will draw this to the attention of the development control officers. The policy does make reference to equal opportunity to medical services to ensure that sites are located in areas which don’t enable access to essential services (5656). 

Recommendation

Additional text to read: In order to minimise the environmental impact of a new site all consents relating to water management should be in place prior to occupation (e.g. drainage, discharge, abstraction etc.) (5519)

No change to policy as requested (5656).


LOCAL PLAN REPORT FOR POLICY No.H16 requested sites

To follow
Chapter 6 - General comments

Objections 5127, 5128, 5129, 5332, 5353, 5416,   (6 No)


Supports  ( 0 No) 

Summary of Objections

1. No detailed definition of the developed and undeveloped coast/coastal zone and policies for considering development. 5127 
2. No Policy on protected species consistent with Structure Plan. 5128 
3. Sub regional nature conservation interests with policies that protect species and landscape features of major importance for wild flora and fauna not included. 5129 
4. Both coastal and tidal flood defence have been omitted.  The Solway Coast APNB Management Plan policy D7 may be incorporated as it covers all Carlisle City Council coastal areas except Moss Band. 5332 
5. Not covered: Regional Park Resources in line with Policy UR12 of the submitted draft revised RPG - the North West Coast is identified as an area of search for a Strategic Regional Park (RPG para 5.48 & diagram 8 of the submitted draft revised RPG) and also defining the Coastal Zone in line with Policy CZ1 of RPG13 & CZ1 of the submitted draft revised RPG. 5353 
6. Proposals Map does not indicate the Cumbria Coastal Way. 5416 
Reasoning and Comment

1
Agree that part of the Plan area is the coastal zone as referred to in the Structure Plan.  A policy needs to be included in the plan to expand on the Structure Plan policy.  5127
2
At the time the Plan was prepared, PPG 12: Development Plans was still in operation.  The relevant advice from that document was that development plans should not contain policies which duplicate provisions in other legislative regimes.  

PPS 9: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation states that many individual wildlife species receive statutory protection under a range of legislative provisions, and specific policies in respect of these species should not be included in Local Development Documents.  

Therefore national and European legislation, together with Circular 06/2005 part iv, are considered sufficient for the safeguarding of protected species.  However, the Council considers that protected species could usefully be referred to in the text.  5128

3
Agree that there is an omission of a specific policy for nature conservation interests including landscape features of major importance for wild flora and fauna.  5129

4 
There are no coastal or tidal defences in the City Council’s area.  The Council is not proposing to construct any form of defence in the few areas at risk of flooding.  See the response to 5127.   5332

5 It is acknowledged that the NWDA’s Regional Economic Strategy promotes the concept of a coastal regional park which is seen as largely recreational in function.  The idea is to augment the tourism facilities in resorts and take pressure off popular tourist attractions.  This concept is still under preparation and the framework is still being established.  There are concerns that the coastline in Carlisle District is all AONB and further work is needed to assess the impact.  RSS is part of the development plan and that policy is therefore adequate whilst further work on regional parks is undertaken.  The coastal zone is defined in a general way in the Structure Plan policy and as it is limited in extent in the District it is not thought necessary to provide definition on the Proposals Map.   5353

6
The Cumbria Coast Way is a sub-regional footpath promoted and established by Cumbria County Council in the late 1980s.  It is felt that the path, whilst of some importance to the economy of the District, does not warrant inclusion on the Proposals Map.  There are several designations already on the plan and further additions complicate the legibility and clarity of the maps.   5416

Recommendation

1
Add to the plan a policy on Undeveloped Coastal Zone (Policy LE29) to read: 

POLICY LE29 Undeveloped Coastal Zone

Development will only be permitted on the undeveloped coast provided that it does not increase the risk of flooding or coastal erosion

In addition:

1. the development must be essential for coastal protection; or

2. the development is essential for marine navigation; or

3. the development conserves or enhances the quality and landscape character of the coastal zone.
With additional supporting text paragraphs 6.107 – 6.111  5127
2
New sentence added at the end of paragraph 3.2 following Policy CP1, (which relates to landscape character and biodiversity), as follows:

‘Special account will be taken of species protected under national and European legislation’.  5128

3
Add to the plan a policy on biodiversity to include habitats and species of importance for nature conservation and landscape features of major importance for wild flora and fauna (see policy CP1).    5129

4
See new policy LE29 and the response to 5127.  5332

5
No change to the Plan with regard to this recommendation.  5353

6
No change to the Plan with regard to this recommendation.  5416


POLICY LE01 – Urban Fringe Landscape

Objections  5049, 5193, 5270, 5558, 5559, 5560, 5587, 5592, 5601, 5604, 5627, 5629, 5634, 5637, 5638, 5766, 5404, 7312 ( 18 No)


Supports  ( 0 No)  Withdrawn  5270 (No comment given)

Summary of Objections

1. Concerns that the Settlement Boundaries could be expanded into the Urban Fringe Landscape areas. Would like clarification. (5049)
2. Objection to the settlement boundary and would like it extended to include properties on both sides of Capon Tree Road especially Highfield (objector’s property). (to be dealt with under H16) (5193) 
3. The policy is a blunt instrument and poorly conceived.  Confuses Urban fringe planning 'Green Wedges' and landscape conservation/improvement in one catch all policy. The proposals map show insufficient scope for land reserved for undetermined future development. Replace with landscape improvement, strategic gap & safeguarded land policies according to more visionary and site specific requirements. (5270)
4. Link to Objections 5557 & 5556. Consideration to be made in designating the land south of Park Road as outline on the attached map, as an area required for future expansion/redevelopment of the livestock mart. (to be dealt with under EC20) (5558)
5. Object to the identification of the site as shown on attached map  (adjacent Beaumont Rd) as Urban Fringe Landscape. Consider allocating for housing. (to be dealt with under H16) (5559)
6. Objection to the land at Carlton as identified on the enclosed map being designated as Urban Fringe Landscape. Feel it would be appropriate for a housing development. (to be dealt with under H16) (5560)
7. Link to Objection 5589 & 5588. Objection to the zoning of land identified on enclosed map being allocated as Urban Fringe Landscape. Land to be allocated for housing or employment purposes. (to be dealt with under EC20/H16) (5587)
8. Link to Objections 5593 & 5594. Settlement boundary of Brampton is too restrictive and that it ought to be enlarged to encompass all/part land as identified on attached map and be allocated for housing. (to be dealt with under H16) (5592)
9. Link to Objection 5602. Brampton sawmill & adjoining land is allocated as Primary Employment Area. Land/property identified on enclosed map to be allocated for residential development. (to be dealt with under H16) (5601) 
10. Link to Objection 5603. Settlement boundary of Brampton does not include the curtilage to William Howard School. Include the land identified on enclosed Map into the settlement boundary. (to be dealt with under H16) (5604)
11. Link to Objection 5628. Paucity of land allocated north of the River Eden. Land at Deer Park to be allocated as small scale urban extension. (to be dealt with under H16) (5627)
12. 
No allocated sites for housing in Brampton. Settlement limits to be modified to include Garth House as shown on attached plan. (to be dealt with under H16) 5629
13. Link to objection 5635. Parcel of land as identified on enclosed map near North Cumbria Technology College which was previously allocated to be reallocated. (to be dealt with under H16) (5634)
14. Link to objection 5636. Urban extension at Longtown to be considered.  Site identified on enclosed map could in whole or part best meet the requirement that Longtown should provide a significant proportion of the housing in the Rural Area. (to be dealt with under H16) (5637)
15. Link to Objection 5639. Land at Windsor Way as identified on enclosed map should be allocated for housing. (to be dealt with under H16) (5638)
16. Concerns about despite extensive protection, some developments though considered acceptable (i.e. golf courses) may still have an adverse affect on the environment. Area of Local Landscape Significance' should retain that designation. (5766)
17. FLD supports the objective in this Policy, but would recommend that it should be referred and cross-referenced to Policy CP4 dealing with landscape character assessments as a planning tool, which can be used to assess the impact of new development in these areas. (5404)
18. Land identified at Harraby next to M6 should be removed from Policy LE1. (to be dealt with under EC20) (7312)
Reasoning and Comment

1 The policy makes it clear that the urban fringe countryside areas can be in and around settlements.  Only small-scale development is allowed under the policy.  Any expansion of, or alteration to, settlement boundaries would be made through consultation as part of the local plan or LDF process.  (5049)

2 Provision is made in the Local Plan for future development needs for the period to 2016.  Specific housing needs are taken account of and provided for in Policy H16 which lists sites.  Employment and commercial growth is allowed for in Policy EC20.   Future development needs beyond the present urban boundary would be assessed at a future date through the local plan or LDF process.  It is suggested in the policy that landscape improvement and conservation is desirable.  The Carlisle urban fringe landscape study (2003) clearly showed the need for both these measures in the urban fringe which would be implemented through planning conditions, section 106 agreements and community action projects.  (5270)
3  The landscaping of any future golf courses would be assessed through landscape schemes attached to planning applications which could improve an existing, uninteresting and degraded landscape.  Schemes would be considered against  the criteria of Policy CP1 also to assess whether any scheme was appropriate to the landscape character type.  Advice from central government is that criteria-based policies utilising landscape character assessment  is sufficient without the need for local designations which might restrict acceptable, sustainable development.  (PPS7 para. 24)  (5766)
4 All the policies are inter-dependent and must be read together.  The Planning Officers’ Society recommends against unnecessary repetition in Local Plan documents.  Policy CP1 would be used to assess the landscape impact of a proposal.  (5404)
Recommendation

1 No change to the Plan with regards to this representation.  (5049)

2 No change to the Plan with regard to this representation.    (5270)
3 No change to the Plan with regard to this representation.    (5766)
4 No change to the Plan with regard to this representation.   (5404)

POLICY LE02 – Sites of International Importance

Objections 5016, 7197, 7283, 7198, 5510  ( 5 No)
Supports 5372 ( 1 No) 
Withdrawn (0)
Summary of Objections

1. With reference to the statement 'where there is no alternative solution'. Concerned that the lack of an alternative location at District level should not enable damaging development to proceed. Wording should be revised to make it clear that the 'solution' sought is not available anywhere else (as well as just not in the district). (5016)
2. Significant words missing from 2nd sentence should include 'for nature conservation' after 'management of the site'. (7197)
3. All SACs are SACs not candidate SACs. (7283)
4. para.6.6 - ref to PPG9 should be replaced with PPS9. 6.7 - ref to cSAC & cSACs should be replace with SAC & SACs (change effective from April 05) (7198)
5. The Policy is strongly supported, but amendments are needed to supporting text.  Suggested text provided. (5510)
Summary of Support

6.
Support 5372

Reasoning and Comment

PPS 9 Biodiversity and Geological Conservation states that the most important sites for biodiversity are those identified through international conventions and European Directives.  Local planning authorities should identify these sites on proposals maps and may need to cross refer to the statutory protection given to these sites in the explanatory texts in Local Development Documents (LDDs).  However, since these sites enjoy statutory protection, the PPS states that specific policies in respect of these sites should not be included in LDDs.  

The text to Policy CP1 (b) sets out the statutory protection given to sites of international importance for biodiversity, and all such sites, including potential SPAs, and candidate SACs are shown on the Local Plan Proposals Map.  (5016, 7197, 7283, 7198, 5510).

Recommendation

That the policy is deleted.


POLICY LE05 – River Corridors

Objections 5159, 5520, 5736, 8124  ( 4 No)


Supports 5298, 5299, 5442, 7202, 8079 ( 5 No) 

Summary of Objections

1. Reads as a statement of intent, contrary to PPGG12 para 3.14. Emphasis of the policy and the supporting text should be changed. 5159
2. Policy needs to be more clearly explained in the context of sites of statutory designation, wildlife corridors and green space. Conclude the first sentence with 'and wildlife'. Concluding the final sentence with 'providing that such development has no adverse effect on habitats, species or natural processes associated with or affecting rivers'. 5520
3. No reference to land immediately adjacent to rivers and watercourses and to the fact that proposals to culvert rivers and watercourses will be opposed. Revision to the policy and text. 16/09/05 - in response to redeposit, objection maintained plus add there is no mention of the control of invasive weeds in Chapter 6. consider inclusion of a policy relating to PP for Garden centres etc. 5736
4. Potential conflicts i.e. "a vibrant waterfront environment", "public access and water related sport and recreation" and "tourism potential" will not always be consistent with conserving the rivers for their nature conservation value. 8124
Summary of Supports

5. We are pleased that the local authority has carried out a study of urban fringe and that this has informed the policy.  It is clear from the supporting text of this policy that the rural urban fringe in Carlisle District is diverse in land use and character.  Whilst we are supporting this policy, we would be pleased if the Council were to consider strengthening this policy by linking it to the landscape character approach of policy CP4. 5298
6. The Agency welcomes this policy, which seeks to promote River Corridors as important areas of open space.  River Corridors can provide an important recreational and environmental resource for urban as well as rural communities.  We are pleased that the Council is taking a proactive approach to exploring the economic, social and environmental opportunities of River Corridors.  We hope that the Three Rivers Study will inform future policy. 5299
7. This is an important and appropriately worded Policy that is supported. 5442
8. Support introduction of words 'and for wildlife'. 7202
9. Support reference to a vibrant waterfront environment with potential for green transport corridors. 8079

Reasoning and Comments

1
Agree that the use of “will seek to promote” and “will consider” are not strong enough in the policy without a more positive statement of intent with regard to planning applications and proposals for development.  The reference within the supporting text should be moved into the policy.  5159
2
Agree that the wildlife references in the policy need to have a greater emphasis, as they are important green corridors through the City.  This should be reflected within the policy.  Disagree that the final sentence of the policy needs amending in the manner suggested.  The amendment in line with Government Office representation 5159 should adequately cover this objector’s issue. 5520
3
Agree that this needs to be referenced within the policy as access for maintenance is already referred to in the supporting text.  In addition it is important that culverting is not introduced as this will have an impact on flow as well as nature conservation.  Do not agree with the reference to Japanese Knotweed.  As this is an invasive weed it should be dealt with under separate legislation and not wait for planning applications for it to be dealt with.  The reference to a new policy for garden centres is also not appropriate.  A new garden centre has recently been developed and there are existing nurseries around Carlisle with no planning conditions restricting plant species.  It would not be reasonable to introduce this for only new proposals. 5736
4
Agree that the high ecological value needs to be referenced when proposals for Carlisle Renaissance are considered particularly for Caldew Riverside. This can be best achieved by ensuring development proposals enhance the biodiversity value where possible.  Additional references to biodiversity and ecological value are contained in other policies within the plan. 8124
Recommendation

1
Add wording to policy “ Permission will not be granted for developments which are likely to have a detrimental impact on nature conservation, public access, the quality of the landscape or recreational facilities found within river corridors. ”

Delete same sentence from paragraph 6.28  5159
2
Amend policy to read “important areas of open space and for wildlife.  It will promote…”  5520 (see also 5159)

3
Move last sentence of paragraph 6.28 to the end of the policy and amend to read “ The Council will also protect access for operational or maintenance purposes.  Culverting to provide access for maintenance will not be acceptable ”  5736
4
Along with the preferred text for Carlisle Renaissance add reference to biodiversity to read: “ …attractive environments, enhanced biodiversity, and an opportunity…”8124

POLICY LE06 – Hadrian’s Wall World Heritage Site

Objections 5451, 5452 ( 2 No)


Supports 7107, 8080 (2 No) 

Summary of Objections

1. Policies in the plan use a number of different formulations for assessing harm in the consideration of whether or not to grant planning permission.  English Heritage is consistent in its opposition to the form of policy wording which qualifies "adverse effect" by juxtaposing "unacceptable" or "significant".  We consider that in principle such qualification of "adverse effect" in policy wording is objectionable since it sends the wrong signals to developers by implying that adverse effect per se is acceptable. 5451
2. The proposals map shows the World Heritage Site (WHS) and its buffer zone, paragraph 3.49 explains that Hadrian’s Wall and its associated forts, milecastles, turrets and vallum are Scheduled Ancient Monuments (SAMs).  To this you should add “other related features”.  In some instances the proposals map overlays the red WHS area with the yellow dot for SAMs.  Whilst it may be notationally messy to overlay the whole of the WHS with yellow to indicate that it is scheduled as an ancient monument, I do suggest that it would be useful to emphasise this point on the proposals map.  This could be achieved by adding to the Key a phrase which indicates that the WHS is also scheduled.  This is important information for a potential developer as any development affecting a SAM would require scheduled monument consent. 5452
Summary of Supports

3. Welcomes additional wording within the supportive text. 7107
4. Support intentions expressed. 8080
Reasoning and Comments

1
Agree that the original wording may given the impression that a degree of adversity would be acceptable.  This was not the intention of the policy and a more appropriate form of wording should be used.  5451
2
Agree that the correct referencing should be made in the plan and on the Proposals Map to the extent of scheduled ancient monument designations, especially as this indicates another consent regime is required.  Amending the key to refer to Hadrian’s Wall World Heritage Site and Scheduled Ancient Monument could easily rectify this.  5452
3
This representation supports the additional referencing from the SEA.  It is considered that paragraph 6.33 makes adequate reference to the tourism role the Wall makes as amended in the redeposit plan.  The thrust of the policy is to protect the wall from inappropriate development.  Amending the actual policy to reflect this could give an ambiguous message to those considering tourism related development. 8080
Recommendation

1
Amend policy to read “ Development will not be permitted where there is an unacceptable impact on the Hadrian’s Wall Military Zone World Heritage Site. ”  5451
2
Amend the key on the Proposals Map to refer to Hadrian’s Wall World Heritage Site and Scheduled Ancient Monument

Amend paragraph 6.30 (3.49) to read “…associated forts, milecastles, turrets, vallum and other related features, are scheduled ancient….”   5452
3
No change with regard to this representation.  8080

POLICY LE07 – Buffer Zone on Hadrian’s Wall World Heritage Site

Objections 5212, 5463, 5768, 8036    (4 No)


Supports  ( 0 No) 

Summary of Objections

1. The buffer zone currently follows the rear north elevations of Trinity School buildings. Suggest re-align boundary to follow the route of the track which runs between the north elevation of the buildings and the playing fields. 5212 
2. The policies relating to Hadrian’s Wall and its buffer zone should be placed together to facilitate easy use of the plan.  The policy includes the phrase “unacceptable adverse impact”, please refer to the arguments made in relation to policy CP9.  This wording should be replaced by “unacceptable impact”.  Paragraph 6.28 says that the policy applies to major development proposals which would have a significant adverse impact.  As stated in paragraph 6.24 ICOMOS considers that there has been too little protection given to WHSs against new development.  Great care must be taken is assessing the impact of development upon WHSs and their setting and in developing any mitigation measures. 5463 
3. 'Buffer Zone Boundary' should be clearly defined on Proposals Map. 5768
4. Additional text is not in line with RSS.  Wants the wording changed to recognise that existing buildings & infrastructure should be considered for utilisation first. 8036 
Reasoning and Comments

1
The Buffer Zone is established through the Hadrian’s Wall World Heritage Site Management Plan (Since 1996).  The boundaries are indicated on the plan but were determined at the time of designation and it is not within the Local Plan remit to amend these boundaries. The boundary does form a tight boundary around the Trinity School Buildings however other buildings in the vicinity are included within the zone. Any restrictions are there to be considered in any proposals for development and the buffer zone should not be amended as it relates to the main feature of the World Heritage Site.  5212
2
Agree that unacceptable impact is a more appropriate wording rather than unacceptable adverse impact to ensure consistency with other policies in the plan.  Whilst it may be considered that in some areas World Heritage Sites are not getting sufficient protection the buffer zone covers an extensive area where minor extension to houses may have a different impact to major proposals for development.  This needs to be reflected in paragraphs 6.40 and 6.41. However closer to the wall the more important this aspect may be therefore it is necessary to retain separate policies to give greater emphasis to the Wall.  5463
3
It is unfortunate that the level of information required on the Proposals Map currently means that some designations may be obscured by other information.  This will try to be avoided as much as possible.  The definitive source for the Buffer Zone is the Hadrian’s Wall World Heritage Site Management Plan which includes the boundary for the whole wall.  The information is currently being digitised by the Council so that electronic versions can be viewed providing a greater detail of clarity.   5768
4
 It is the intention of the SEA text to indicate opportunities for a more sustainable plan.  The policy already makes reference to settlements, farmsteads and other groups of buildings consistent with other policies of the plan.  It is important not to provide the wrong emphasis as the policy is seeking to restrict development within the buffer zone.  Adding references to use of brownfield sites may conflict with  the intention to reduce impact especially as those brownfield sites may also have significant archaeological evidence. It is however correct the buildings should be re-used and the SEA references are incorrect. 8036
Recommendation

1
No change to the plan to meet this representation.  5212
2
Amend policy to read: “…proposals for development which would have an unacceptable impact on the character…” 5463
3
The Proposals Map should promote clarity and legibility as much as possible but no specific change for this recommendation as this is reliant on the level of information required and the ability to illustrate hard copies.  5768
4
That the additional text for the SEA is not included within the plan. 8036

POLICY LE09 – Other known sites and Monuments of Archaeological Significance & LE11 – Enhancement of Major Archaeological Sites

Objections  
7280  (1 No)


5174  (1 No)

Supports  (0 No) 

Summary of Objections

1
LE9 implies that planning permission would be given for the development of a Scheduled Monument subject to mitigation.  LE10 requires scheduled monuments to be evaluated.  In most cases development should be refused without the need for evaluation.  The Plan does not therefore appear to give due weight to Ancient monuments.  In part this would be resolved by placing LE12 in sequence after the WHS.    With the order of LE8 and LE9 swapped. 7280
2
LE11. Intent is reasonable but carries little force. Consideration as to whether planning obligations should be sought to secure this benefit. 5174
Reasoning and Comment

1
LE9 does not refer to Scheduled Ancient Monuments but to other known sites and monuments with archaeological significance. The latter are identified on the County Historic Environment Records (formerly the Sites and Monuments Records) and have no statutory protection. This policy accepts that development is possible but development proposals would be judged against certain criteria. Policy LE12 deals specifically with Scheduled/Nationally Important Ancient Monuments and this states clearly that development will not be permitted where there is an unacceptable impact on the monument or its setting. With regard to the reordering of the policies the Council agree that LE12 should follow policy LE7 which relates to the Buffer Zone of the Hadrian’s Wall Heritage Site. This would be a more logical location although all relevant policies of the plan should be taken into consideration so the level of significance should not change. 7280
2
Agree that reference to the use of planning obligations being used to promote and enhance major archaeological sites should be added to the text of Policy LE11. Archaeology is already referenced in the planning obligations Policy IM1.  5174
Recommendation

1
No change to policy as a result of this objection but agree to reordering so that Policy LE12 follows LE7. 7280
2
That the following text be added to the text of Policy LE11:

“Where appropriate the City Council will use planning obligations to promote and enhance major archaeological sites and, in addition, it will encourage proposals to be brought forward for the enhancement of other sites of archaeological importance.” 5174

 POLICY LE12 – Scheduled/Nationally Important Ancient Monuments 

Objections  5453 , 7280* ( 1 No)


Supports  ( 0 No) 

Summary of Objections

1
“unacceptable adverse effect” should be replaced by “unacceptable Impact”. 5453

2
LE9 implies that planning permission would be given for the development of a Scheduled Monument subject to mitigation.  LE10 requires scheduled monuments to be evaluated.  In most cases development should be refused without the need for evaluation.  The Plan does not therefore appear to give due weight to Ancient monuments.  In part this would be resolved by placing LE12 in sequence after the WHS.    With the order of LE8 and LE9 swapped. 7280
Reasoning and Comment

1
Agree that unacceptable adverse implies that some level of adversity may be acceptable.  This is not the intention of the policy and therefore agree that the objector’s wording is more relevant. 5453 

2
With regard to the reordering of the policies the Council agree that LE12 should follow policy LE7 which relates to the Buffer Zone of the Hadrian’s Wall Heritage Site. This would be a more logical location and it would also increase the significance of the policy. 7280 (dealt with more fully in response to policy LE09)

Recommendation

1
Amend policy to read: “… where there is an unacceptable impact on scheduled and other.…” 5453
2
Agree to reordering so that Policy LE12 follows LE7  7280 


POLICY LE13 – Proposals Affecting Listed Buildings
Objections  7263, 8043,  ( 2 No)


Supports 8095 ( 1 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. Unnecessary duplication & local interpretation of PPG15 to which the policy does not refer. Policies LE13 to LE22 to be combined under a single shortened policy that refers to PPG15. 7263
2. Wording in green text is unhelpful as it adds to any uncertainty so should be removed. 8043
Supports

3. Strongly support a green sustainable 'good design policy'. Endorse water conservation measures along with energy-efficient technologies.  Reference to being in line with PPS9 is made. 8095
Reasoning and Comments

1. The Policy relates specifically to the effect that new development can have on a listed building or its setting. S. 16 and 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 require the local authority to have special regard to certain matters including the desirability of preserving the setting of the listed building. It is therefore considered that the Policy is appropriate. With regard to the issue of amalgamating this Policy (LE13) with Policies LE14 – 22, it is considered that this would lead to a lack of clarity. 7263
2. This representation refers to the proposed references arising from the Strategic Environmental Assessment.    The matters raised are covered by other policies within the plan and it is not intended that duplication or extensive cross-referencing is provided within the plan.  These points can be addressed through existing policies without additional text. 8043  

Recommendation

1.
No change to the Policy as a result of this objection. 7263
2.
No change to the Policy as a result of this objection. 8043

POLICY LE14 – Alterations to Listed Buildings
Objections  5454, 7264, 8044   ( 3 No)

Supports  8096 ( 1 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. PPG 15 emphasises that statutory controls apply equally to all listed buildings and that the grading of a buildings is not of itself a reliable guide to the sensitivity of a building to alteration or extension, (paragraphs 3.6 and 3.14).  Neither should the rarity of a Listed Building be used as a criterion for the assessment of applications.  Such an approach could perversely result in the more common place becoming a rarity.  Criteria 1 of the policy should be reworded to omit reference to importance and rarity and address the effect of any changes to the special interest of the building. 5454 
2. Unnecessary duplication & local interpretation of PPG15 to which the policy does not refer. Policies LE13 to LE22 to be combined under a single shortened policy that refers to PPG15. 7264
3. Wording in green text is unhelpful as it adds to any uncertainty so should be removed. 8044
Support 

4. Strongly support a green sustainable 'good design policy'. Endorse water conservation measures along with energy-efficient technologies.  Reference to being in line with PPS9 is made. 8096
Reasoning and Comments

1. The grade of the building is not included in the criteria of Policy LE14 but an assessment of the building for which alterations are proposed needs to be based on the significance of the building amongst other issues. It is considered that the use of “importance” and “rarity” as criteria are as significant as “the intrinsic architectural and historic interest of a building” when assessing applications for alterations to a listed building and therefore they should be retained. To ensure that the broader context of the building is given sufficient weight Criterion 1 should be enlarged as per the recommendation.  The same objector has also made objections in other policies (such as LE6) to the phrase “adverse effect” and that it could send the wrong signals to developers. The response to these objections has been to amend the text to “unacceptable impact”. For the sake of consistency, although no objection has been made it is recommended that the phrase "adversely affect" be amended in the same manner.  5454
2. The Policy is written this way to focus on the need to safeguard the setting of a listed building as well as the listed building itself. It is considered that amalgamating the Policy with Policies LE13, LE15-22 would lead to a lack of clarity. 7264
3. This representation refers to the proposed references arising from the Strategic Environmental Assessment.    The matters raised are covered by other policies within the plan and it is not intended that duplication or extensive cross-referencing is provided within the plan.  These points can be addressed through existing policies without additional text.  8044
Recommendation

1. Agree that Criterion 1 could be clarified by the addition of the following text: “and its significance to the local distinctiveness and character of the district;” and amend “adversely affect” to “have an unacceptable impact on”. 5454
2. No change to the Policy as a result of this objection. 7264 

3. No change to the Policy as a result of this objection. 8044

POLICY LE15 – Demolition of Listed Buildings
Objections
 7265, 8045 ( 2 No)

Supports 
8097 ( 1 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. Unnecessary duplication & local interpretation of PPG15 to which the policy does not refer. Policies LE13 to LE22 to be combined under a single shortened policy that refers to PPG15. 7265 

2. Wording in green text is unhelpful as it adds to any uncertainty so should be removed. 8045
Support

3. Strongly support a green sustainable 'good design policy'

Endorse water conservation measures along with energy-efficient technologies.  Reference to being in line with PPS9 is made. 8097
Reasoning and Comments

1. The Policy is written in this way to focus on this distinct element on which there is specific advice in PPG 15 (paras 3.16-3.18) and it is considered that the amalgamation of this Policy with Policies LE13, LE14 and LE16-22 would lead to a lack of clarity. 7265
2. This representation refers to the proposed references arising from the Strategic Environmental Assessment.    The matters raised are covered by other policies within the plan and it is not intended that duplication or extensive cross-referencing is provided within the plan.  These points can be addressed through existing policies without additional text. 8045 

Recommendation

1.  No change to the Policy as a result of this objection 7265

2.  No change to the Policy as a result of this objection 8045

DELETED POLICY – LE16 Relaxation of Building Regulations

Objection
5163 (1)

Summary of Objection

1. Serves no purpose as a planning policy and should be removed. 5163

Reasoning and Comments

1. Agree with removal of this policy. 5163

Recommendation

1. Delete Policy LE16 Relaxation of Building Regulations. 5163


POLICY  LE16 – Change of Use of Listed Buildings

Objections 7266, 8046 (2) 

Supports 8098 (1)


Summary of Objections

1.   Unnecessary duplication & local interpretation of PPG15 to which the policy does not refer. Policies LE13 to LE22 to be combined under a single shortened policy that refers to PPG15. 7266 
2.  Wording in green text is unhelpful as it adds to any uncertainty so should be removed. 8046
Summary of Supports

1.  Strongly support a green sustainable 'good design policy'. Endorse water   conservation measures along with energy-efficient technologies.  Reference to being in line with PPS9 is made. 8098

Reasoning and Comments

1. The Policy is written in this way to focus on this distinct element on which there is specific advice in PPG 15 (paras 3.08-3.11) and it is considered that the amalgamation of this Policy with Policies LE13-LE15 and LE17-22 would lead to a lack of clarity. 7266
2. This representation refers to the proposed references arising from the Strategic Environmental Assessment.    The matters raised are covered by other policies within the plan and it is not intended that duplication or extensive cross-referencing is provided within the plan.  These points can be addressed through existing policies without additional text.  8046 

Recommendation

1.  No change to the Policy as a result of this objection 7266

2.  No change to the Policy as a result of this objection 8046

POLICY LE17 – Historic Structure and Local Listings

Objections
7267  ( 1 No)

Withdrawn Objection 5160 (1 No)

Supports 7108 ( 1 No) 

Summary of Objections

1. Unnecessary duplication & local interpretation of PPG15 to which the policy does not refer. Policies LE13 to LE22 to be combined under a single shortened policy that refers to PPG15. 7267 
Summary of Withdrawn Objections

2. Objected to Policy LE12 of the Deposit Draft which referred to the retention of Key Townscape Frontage Buildings in Conservation Areas. The Council agreed to redraft the Policy to relate to unlisted structures throughout the district and provided that this Policy is included in the Plan the objection is withdrawn. 5160w
Summary of Support

3. Welcomes the additional policy in the context of the historic towns and cities study. 7108
Reasoning and Comment

1. The Policy is written in this way to focus on local designations which are proposed to ensure effective management and preservation of our historic heritage. Local designations provide a means for local communities to identify and protect the buildings, sites and spaces that matter to them, helping to build a sense of local identity and distinctiveness, a sense of history, place and belonging. It is also considered that the amalgamation of this Policy with Policies LE13-LE16 and LE18-22 would lead to a lack of clarity. 7267
2. Policy LE12 of the Deposit version has been redrafted as Policy LE17 to broaden its scope to include unlisted buildings and historic structures across the entire district. 5160w
Recommendation

1. No change to policy as a result of this objection. 7267

2. Redraft Policy as follows:  5160


POLICY LE17 Historic Structures and Local Listings

Throughout the district there are buildings and structures of historic, architectural or landscape significance that help to create the locally distinctive character of the area.  The Council recognises the positive contribution these structures make to Carlisle’s townscape and landscape and there will be a presumption in favour of their retention when considering development proposals.

6.69 Within the City and in other urban locations there is considerable pressure for redevelopment. In shopping areas, for example, redevelopment should not be at the expense of those buildings which create much of the City’s character. In rural areas the loss or insensitive treatment through conversion of the district’s diminishing stock of vernacular buildings should be resisted. Buildings that make a contribution to the character of the City’s rural and urban conservation areas will also be identified. Together these buildings and structures form a significant part of the district’s built heritage which the Council considers is worthy of being retained. In order to limit the damage to those buildings and structures which form the area’s locally distinctive character, proposals which would have an unacceptable impact on them will be resisted. Some of these buildings have been identified previously as Key Townscape Frontage Buildings. These properties together with other urban and rural buildings to be identified by the Council, will form a Local List to which this policy will apply.

6.70 
Where permission is being sought for redevelopment which involves the demolition of local list buildings, the applicant will be required to show what alternative proposals have been considered and why these have been dismissed, as well as providing evidence of the building’s structural condition and the likely cost of repair.

6.71 
In exceptional circumstances where the loss of a local list building or structure is permitted the following may be required:

• 
an appropriate level of survey and recording which may also include archaeological excavation;

• 
provision of replacement buildings of comparable quality and design;

• 
the salvage of special features for re-use in the replacement development;

• 
the use of road or building names in any new development which reflects the historic origins of the area, maintaining a link with the past.

POLICY LE18 – Demolition of Unlisted Buildings in Conservation Areas

Objections 5140, 7088, 7268, ( 3 No)

Supports  ( 0 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. Text in para 6.74 to be amended to reflect judgement which established that partial demolition of an unlisted building in a conservation areas would generally not require consent. 5140 
2. Feels the Council should not be seeking to artificially impose restrictions on the redevelopment of unprotected buildings and land in conservation areas. The correct method of controlling the retention of buildings is through the development control process. Delete Policy. 7088 
3. Unnecessary duplication & local interpretation of PPG15 to which the policy does not refer. Policies LE13 to LE22 to be combined under a single shortened policy that refers to PPG15. 7268 
Reasoning and Comment

1. Agree that Para 6.74 is inappropriate and should be deleted. For clarity the word “total” should be inserted before demolition in the Policy. 5140
2. The Council has a statutory duty, under S. 69 of the Planning (Historic Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, to designate as conservation areas any “areas of special architectural or historic interest the character or appearance of which it is desirable to preserve or enhance”. Unlisted buildings which make a positive contribution to the character or appearance of such an area can be a significant element of its overall character. This Policy recognises their significance and the need to safeguard the areas character by giving due consideration to the contribution these buildings make. At the same time however the Policy recognises that demolition may be necessary for new development where this serves broader conservation objectives. It is considered that the Policy is appropriate, balanced and in line with national guidance. 7088
3. The Policy is written in this way to focus on this distinct element on which there is specific advice in PPG 15 (paras 4.25-4.29) and it is considered that the amalgamation of this Policy with Policies LE13-LE17 and LE19-22 would lead to a lack of clarity. 7268
Additional Officer Observations

4. For clarity it is suggested that a paragraph which identifies the special, and sometimes outstanding, architectural or historic character of these areas should be introduced to indicate why special attention is being given to unlisted buildings in conservation areas. In addition some of these buildings will be included on a local list as defined in Policy LE17 and the existence of local list buildings should be inserted into the list of Criteria for this Policy. 

Recommendation

1. Delete para 6.74 (formerly para 3.71) and add in the Policy the word “total” before the phrase “demolition of unlisted buildings”. 5140
2. No change to Policy as a result of this objection. 7088
3. No change to Policy as a result of this objection. 7268
4. Add the following Criterion to the Policy:

“6. The inclusion of any building on a local list as defined in policy LE17”

Add the following paragraph after the Policy:

“Carlisle District is a large and diverse area comprising the county town and rural settlements set out in lowland plain and upland fell. These settlements have evolved organically over centuries to become areas of outstanding architectural and historic interest. This is reflected in the designation of many of these settlements as conservation areas.” 


POLICY LE19 – Buildings at Risk

Objections 7269, 8041  ( 2 No)

Supports  ( 0 No) 

Summary of Objections

1. LE 19 Unnecessary duplication & local interpretation of PPG15 to which the policy does not refer. Policies LE13 to LE22 to be combined under a single shortened policy that refers to PPG15. 7269 
2. Wording in green text is unhelpful as it adds to any uncertainty so should be removed. 8041
Reasoning and Comments

1. The Policy is written this way to focus on this distinct element on which there is specific advice in PPG 15 (paras 7.1-7.15). It is considered that amalgamating the Policy with Policies LE13-18 and LE20-22 would lead to a lack of clarity. 7269
2. This representation refers to the proposed references arising from the Strategic Environmental Assessment.    The matters raised are covered by other policies within the plan and it is not intended that duplication or extensive cross-referencing is provided within the plan.  These points can be addressed through existing policies without additional text.  8041
Recommendation

1. No change to the Policy as a result of this objection. 7269
2. No change to the Policy as a result of this objection. 8041

POLICY LE20 – Conservation Areas

Objections 5046, 5094, 5095, 7270, 8042 ( 5 No)

Supports 5443, 5444, 7121 ( 3 No) 

Summary of Objections

1. The Brampton Conservation Area seems to be smaller than previously accepted. Would like an explanation. 5046
2. Considers the word 'protect' is too strong in relation to important views and should be replaced with 'have regard to important views'. 5094
3. Wording of Criteria 4 of the Policy is too strong. Suggests: 'In considering the acceptability of a proposed development regard will be had to whether or not any increase in traffic generated or parking provision proposed, would be prejudicial to amenity.' 5095
4. Unnecessary duplication & local interpretation of PPG15 to which the policy does not refer. Policies LE13 to LE22 to be combined under a single shortened policy that refers to PPG15. 7270
5. Wording in green text is unhelpful as it adds to any uncertainty so should be removed. 8042
Summary of Supports

6. This is an important and appropriately worded Policy that is supported.  It is particularly important that the settings of Conservation Areas are adequately protected and that views into and out from them are considered in the determination of planning applications.  The National Trust therefore especially welcomes the careful wording set out in the third sentence of this Policy. 5443
7. This is an important and appropriately worded Policy that is supported; especially the recognition of the requirement as set out in PPG15, and in Regional Planning Guidance, to protect the setting of these heritage features. 5444
8. Support changes especially new bullet points 2 & 3. 7121
Reasoning and Comments

1. 
There is no discrepancy between the area that was put forward for designation to the Parish and City Councils.  The confusion may arise from the original consultation document which included a map showing all the areas that were to be examined as part of the appraisal. As a result of this appraisal some parts of the investigated area were omitted from the final proposal that went out for further consultation and which later became the new designated conservation area. 5046 


2. 
Para 4.9 of PPG 15states that: 

“ policies will almost always need to be developed which clearly identify what it is about the character or appearance of the area which should be preserved or enhanced, and set out the means by which this objective is to be pursued. Clear assessment and definition of an area’s special interest and the action needed to protect it will help to generate awareness and encourage local property owners to take the right sort of action for themselves.”
 Views into and out of conservation areas help to define not only the boundaries of a conservation area but also can highlight specific features and buildings that can be seen from a distance. Where these views are considered to be significant and their loss would damage the appearance, character or setting of the area the Council considers it reasonable to protect these views through this Policy in order to preserve appearance, character or setting. The Council considers that insufficient weight is given to the protection and preservation of an area’s character by the use of the phrase “have regard to important views”. 5094

3.
Agree that the criterion (6) should not encompass all proposals which generate increased traffic as this would be far to restrictive. It is considered that the suggested alternative wording is similarly all encompassing as any increase in generated traffic could be deemed prejudicial to someone’s amenity. It is suggested that the criterion could be improved by the replacement of “increased” with the words “a significant increase in”. 5095
4. The Policy is written this way to focus on this distinct element on which there is specific advice in PPG 15 (paras 4.1-4.40). It is considered that amalgamating the Policy with Policies LE13-19 and LE21-22 would lead to a lack of clarity. 7270
5. This representation refers to the proposed references arising from the Strategic Environmental Assessment.  The matters raised are covered by other policies within the plan and it is not intended that duplication or extensive cross-referencing is provided within the plan.  These points can be addressed through existing policies without additional text.  8042
Recommendation

1. No recommendation required. 5046
2. No change to the Policy as a result of this objection. 5094
3. Replace “increased” in Criterion 6 with the phrase “a significant increase in”. 5095
4. No change to the Policy as a result of this objection. 7270

5. No change to the Policy as a result of this objection. 8042
Additional Recommendation

6. In order to clarify and refine the Policy it is considered that Criterion 1 should be reworded as follows:

“1.  the development should preserve or enhance all features which contribute positively to the area’s character or appearance, in particular the design, massing and height of the building should closely relate to adjacent buildings and should not have an unacceptable impact on the townscape or landscape”;

In addition the following Criteria should be added to the text:

“2. The development should not have an unacceptable impact on the historic street patterns and morphology, roofscape, skyline and setting of the conservation area, important open spaces or significant views into, out of and within the area;

3. development proposals should not result in the amalgamation or redrawing of boundaries between traditional buildings and plots, or demolition and redevelopment behind retained facades;” 


POLICY LE21 – Cathedral Precinct

Objections  7271, ( 1 No)


Supports 0 ( 0 No)  Withdrawn 5162, ( 1 No)
Summary of Objections

1. LE21 Unnecessary duplication & local interpretation of PPG15 to which the policy does not refer. Policies LE13 to LE22 to be combined under a single shortened policy that refers to PPG15. 7271 
Summary of Withdrawn Objection

2. 
Could this site specific policy not have been dealt with as criteria under Policy LE20 Conservation Areas. In its original location as Policy LE14 it was also separated from the Conservation Areas Policy. 5162w
Reasoning and Comment

1.
The Policy is written this way to focus on the need to safeguard this significant and important historic area of Carlisle.  It is considered that amalgamating the Policy with Policies LE13-20 and LE22 would lead to a lack of clarity. 7271

2.
The Cathedral Precinct is considered to be a very important and distinctive part of Carlisle’s historic built environment and deserves its own dedicated policy. It is agreed the position of the Policy should be adjusted so that it relates more closely to LE20. On the basis of this amendment the objection was withdrawn. 5162w 

Recommendation

1.
No change to policy as a result of this objection. 7271

2.
Agreed to re-ordering of policies to relate this one more closely with the policy on Conservation areas. 5162w


POLICY LE22 – Townscape Improvement Areas

Objections   7272, ( 1 No)


Withdrawn Objections  5161 ( 1 No)

Supports 0 ( 0 No)

Summary of Objections

1. LE22 Unnecessary duplication & local interpretation of PPG15 to which the policy does not refer. Policies LE13 to LE22 to be combined under a single shortened policy that refers to PPG15. 7272 
Summary of Withdrawn Objection

2.
The Policy related to only 3 of the City’s Conservation areas and it was felt that this could be dealt with as criteria under Policy LE20 on Conservation Areas. In its original location as Policy LE14 it was also separated from the Conservation Areas Policy. 5161w
Reasoning and Comment

1.
The Policy is written in this manner to focus on one of the specific issues identified in the legislation (Section 69 of the Planning(Historic Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. Specifically this is the need to enhance the character or appearance of a conservation area. It is considered that amalgamating the Policy with Policies LE13-21 and LE23 would lead to a lack of clarity. 7272
2.
Agreed that the Policy should be redrafted so that it applied to all the district’s conservation areas. It is agreed the position of the Policy should be adjusted so that it relates more closely to LE20. On the basis of this amendment the objection was withdrawn. 5161w

Recommendation

1.
No change to policy as a result of this objection. 7272
2.
Agreed to re-ordering of policies to relate this one more closely with the policy on Conservation areas. 

“Policy LE22 Townscape Improvement Areas


Within Carlisle’s conservation areas, the City Council will encourage the redevelopment or improvement of buildings identified as frontage improvement areas.

6.85  Although all Carlisle’s conservation areas contain many attractive buildings which contribute to the townscape of the area, there are also a number of buildings that seriously detract from their quality.” 5161w
POLICY LE23 – Historic Parks, Gardens and Battlefields

Objections  5464   ( 1 No)

Supports 5444 ( 1 No) 

Summary of Objections

1. Unacceptable adverse effect should be replaced by unacceptable impact.  See arguments above. 5464
Summary of Support

2
This is an important and appropriately worded Policy that is supported; especially the recognition of the requirement as set out in PPG 15, and in Regional Planning Guidance, to protect the setting of these heritage features. 5444w
Reasoning and Comment

1.
Agreed that unacceptable adverse effect should be replaced by unacceptable impact. 5464

2.
In order to improve the clarity of the Policy it is considered that “setting of registered historic parks, gardens and battlefields of visual or historic interest” be replaced with “setting of any historic parks, gardens or battlefields of special historic interest.” 5444w
Additional Officer Observations

3
It is also considered that additional text should be added to assist decision making where development proposals affect such sites.
Recommendation

1.
In the Policy replace “adverse effect” with “impact”. 5464

2.
In the Policy replace “setting of registered historic parks, gardens and battlefields of visual or historic interest” be replaced with “setting of any historic parks, gardens or battlefields of special historic interest.” 5444w


Additional Recommendation

3
Add the following paragraphs:

“6.90  Unless development proposals are consistent with the preservation or enhancement of the character, historical significance and appearance of the park, garden or battlefield they will not be permitted. In addition the design should be sensitive to the existing landscape, planting, park furniture, structures and other landscape features.

6.91   Where development is proposed within or adjoining other historic parks and gardens of local importance, the Council will wish to be satisfied that any effects on the character, historical significance and appearance of the site have been weighed against the need for the development.” 


POLICY LE26 – Agricultural Buildings

Objections  0 


Supports 0   Withdrawn 5409, 5445, 5521 (3 No)
Summary of Withdrawn Objections

The policy should be cross referenced to Policy CP1 which deals with landscape character assessments as a planning tool, to assess the impact of new development on the countryside.  (5409w)

The objector considers that as Landscapes of County Importance are also vulnerable to poorly designed buildings and inappropriate materials, criteria 3 should be amended to include such landscapes.  (5445w)

The policy would be improved by reference to the importance that agricultural buildings may have for certain protected species, including bats, and the need to undertake a survey to determine the presence of such species.  (5521w).

Reasoning and Comment

The Plan should be read as a whole, and in order to produce a streamlined plan, officers do not advocate the cross referencing of policies.  (5409w)

AONBs, conservation areas and landscapes of county importance are all particularly vulnerable to change.  (5445w)

Traditional farm buildings may be important for protected species such as bats and barn owls.  The policy makes provision for new farm buildings together with extensions to existing farm buildings and other structures.  Officers agree that there is a need to undertake surveys before granting permission, to determine the presence of protected species.  (5521w)


Recommendation

No change to policy as a result of this objection  (5409w).

Criteria 3 amended, ‘within AONBs, conservation areas and Landscapes of County Importance, the design and materials used reflect the overall character of the area;’  (5445w)

Paragraph 6.100, new second sentence, ‘Many traditional buildings are important for protected species including bats and barn owls.  Where such species are thought to be present in or adjacent to the existing buildings, a survey should be undertaken to determine whether bats or barn owls are present’.  (5521w).


POLICY LE27 – Undeveloped Land in Floodplains

Objections  5069, 5653 , 5670, 5702, 5703, 5704, 5705, 5706, 7204, 8125 (10 No)
Supports 7203, 7205 (2 No) 

Summary of Objections

1. Also Policy CP21 - the policies do not take into account where there are flood barriers in place. (5069) 
2. Flooding of residential properties is associated with risks to the health of the public. There should be consultation with Carlisle and District Primary Care Trust and the Health Protection Agency, if development is planned on floodplains. (5653) 
3. Supports the principle of SUDS, but United Utilities Policy is not to adopt any SUDS structures unless maintenance arrangements and Legal agreements are in place. Additional wording - text given for para. 6.104 (3.97). (5670)
4. Support for the general thrust of the Policy but needs to be strengthened by reference to the need for applicants to submit a Flood Risk Assessment with their planning applications in such areas. Re-word as suggested. (5702)
5. Reference is made to the importance of floodplain areas but needs to be strengthened. Reword as suggested. (5703)
6. Not up to date in relation to Flood zones and future changes in consultation procedures. Reword as suggested. (5704)
7. Does not reflect the latest situation. Reword as suggested. (5705)
8. Need to clarify the need for flood risk assessments. Changes to text as suggested. (5706)
9. Requires further refinement of para. 6.101 to give information held by the Environment Agency to which the public has access.  3rd, 4th & 5th sentences should be amended - wording given. (7204)
10. Needs reference to PPS25 and the conclusions from the SFRA.  There are revisions to the descriptions of Flood Zones. All development in Flood Zone 3 and some in Flood Zone 2 needs to meet and pass the exception test in advance of mitigation through a FRA.  There has been an alteration to UU policy on SUDS.  Specific conditions apply to the adoption of SUDS features.  (8125)
Summary of Supports

11.  Policy includes changes to responses in Deposit Draft 5702. (7203)

12.  Support; no text given.(7205)

Reasoning and Comment

1. The issue of Infrastructure such as barriers and defences is referred to in the criterion 2 of the policy where they provide an acceptable standard of protection and in para. 6.101. This is shown on the Carlisle City Council’s on-line maps.  What matters to the issue of flood risk is the existence and location of Flood Zones 2 and 3.  There may well be flood barriers within these Zones, both formal and informal, which influence the localised flood situation, but these may not all be mapped.  There could be a reference to the incompleteness of mapping of flood defences, hence floodzone mapping by the EA does not include them.

There are restrictions on development in close proximity to existing barriers and defences and these would be exposed in consultations with the Environment Agency on planning applications.  There is a requirement to obtain consent from the EA for development within 8 metres of the foot of any artificial river bank serving as a flood protection barrier or, if there is no embankment, within 8 metres of the top of the bank or wall confining the river. (5069)

2   It is agreed that there are risks to the health of the public caused by flooding of properties, and this issue is acknowledged in the revised text in para. 6.102 of the Redeposit draft. The Primary Care Trust and Health Protection Agency are not statutory consultees on planning applications. (5653)

3   Additional wording accepted and inserted at end of 6.104 as this is an additional factor to be aware of (the position of a statutory consultee) and is relevant to the policy justification. (5670)

4   Additional wording accepted and inserted at the start of the policy in the Redeposit draft for the reason given for objection 5670. (5702)

5   Additional wording accepted and inserted in para. 6.101.(Redeposit draft)  for the reason given to 5670. (5703)

6   Additional wording accepted and inserted in para. 6.102 for the reason given for objection 5670.  (5704)

7   Additional wording accepted and inserted in para. 6.103 for the reason given to 5670.  (5705)

8   Additional wording accepted and inserted in para. 6.104 for the reason given to 5670.  (5706)

9 Suggested wording inserted in para. 6.101 to give factual information about the role of the Environment Agency and to indicate what information is held by the Agency.  The point about the flood maps not including flood defences is already covered in para. 6.101 fifth sentence. (7204) 

10 The policy needs to be updated to reflect guidance in PPS25 (December 2006) and the conclusions of the SFRA which refers to this policy but with an incorrect title. (Final Report – August 2006)       (8125)
Recommendation

1   Amend para. 6.101: Insert after ‘updated’ and third sentence: ‘The maps give a general indication of the extent of flood zones 1,2, and 3 but take no account of the protection afforded by flood defences.   (5069)

2   No change to the plan in response to this representation.  (5653)

3 No further change necessary as this representation has been accommodated.  (5670)

4 This representation has already been accommodated.  Amend para. 6.102:  second line – Flood Zone 3 (High Probability of Risk and Functional Floodplain) to accord with new wording in PPS25.   (5702)
5 No further change as this representation has already been accommodated.  (5703)

6 No further change as this representation has already been accommodated.  (5704) 

7 This representation has been accommodated  (5705) ;  amend para. 6.104 as follows to accord with new guidance in PPS25 (December 2006):

Third sentence:  Flood Zones 3 (High Probability of Risk and Functional Floodplain) and 2 (Medium Probability of Risk) and development proposals of 1 hectare or greater will need …..

Fourth sentence:  Flood Zone 1 (Low Probability) may need …..

Fifth sentence:   The FRA should follow the guidance in PPS25 Development and Flood Risk Annexes D and E …..   

Insert new paragraph after 6.104:

In certain circumstances after the Sequential Test search for sites has been undertaken and no suitable site found in zones of lower probability of flooding, the Exception Test should be used to allow necessary development as detailed in PPS25 Annex D paragraphs D9 to D14.  

8 No further change as this representation has been accommodated.  (5706) 

9 No further change as this representation has been accommodated.  (7204)

10 The revisions listed under point 7 answer this representation. (8125)

11  Change all references to SUDS to accord with accepted abbreviation now adopted in printed literature.


POLICY  LE28 – Developed Land in Floodplains

Objections  5707, 5708, 7173, 8126 (4 No)


Supports 7206, 8038 (2 No) 

Summary of Objections

1. No reference to the need for applicants to submit a flood risk assessment  & the criteria are insufficiently comprehensive. Reword policy as suggested. (5707)
2. 3rd sentence the word 'flexible' to be replaced with 'precautionary' and to state clearly that a flood risk assessment will be required. Suggested rewording. (5708)
3. Criterion 1 should be amended or deleted - suggested text given. Should be a ref. to a FRA.   (7173)
4. Omission of conclusions of SFRA & ref. to PPS25. (8126)
Summary of Supports

5. Support for Policy & para 6.106; no text given. (7206)

6. Supports additions throughout the document that recognise the need to consider flood risk & ensuring adequate flood mitigation measures as part of proposals. (8038)

Reasoning and Comment

1 The suggested rewording has been accommodated.  (5707)
2 Suggested wording partially accommodated and policy re-worded.  (5708)
3 Criterion 1 is relevant to the policy because it complies with the sequential test outlined in PPS 25 Annex D.  Paragraph D5 makes it clear that developers must check that ‘reasonably available’ sites in Flood Zone 1 are available before considering sites in Flood Zone 2 and then only select a site in Flood Zone 3 if no sites are available in the other zones.  Low to medium probability/risk areas take precedence for development as it is these areas which are considered safer.

All policies are considered together when an application is received.  There is no need for cross-referencing.  (7173)


4
PPS 25 was published in December 2006.  The Redeposit Draft was published in August 2005. The SFRA Final Report was only received in August 2006.  Its conclusions have been taken into account in the recent discussions on, and the selection of, allocated sites. The Council is aware that non-river flooding is an issue not covered in the SFRA.  Information from the most recent flood Zone maps will be used to inform the Housing Topic Paper rather than the position outlined on the maps of the SFRA. The policy complies with advice in PPS 25.  (8126)

Recommendation

1 No further change as this representation has been accommodated.  (5707)

2 Para. 6.106: 3rd sentence: substitute ‘precautionary’ in place of ‘flexible’ to convey that convey the meaning more precisely, to avoid an undesirable flooding event and delete ‘possibly’ before FRA as PPS25 advises the preparation of a FRA. (5708)

3 No change to the Plan with regard to this representation.  (7173)

4
There needs to be a definite reference to land uses suitable for the different flood zones which are referred to in PPS 25. 


Paragraph 6.106:  End of the third sentence after ‘such sites’ add:  ‘as advised in PPS 25 Annex D.’   (8126)


POLICY LE30 – Land Affected by Contamination

Objections 5539, 5564, 5717, 5718, 5719, 7208, (6 No)

Withdrawn Objections 5675
Supports (0 No) 

Summary of Objections

1. Propose a sentence to be added to the end of the Policy which states: 'The Council will encourage the reclamation of contaminated land by supporting its subsequent development for beneficial uses.'. (5539)
2. Bring forward contaminated sites by raising their merit in a sequential test for housing sites; ref. to Policy H15  (additional information re St Ninians Road, Landfill is attached). (5564)
3. Use of 'contaminated land' in this context to be checked with the Council's Legal Services.  Legal definition in the Environmental Protection Act 1990 Part IIA, Section 78A (2). Alternatively, use terminology similar to that used in para 3.114.  Government advice makes a distinction between land that is known to be contaminated and land that is suspected of being contaminated.  In the case of the former, site investigatory works and remediation strategies should be submitted to the Council for consideration before a planning application is determined; in the case of the latter a planning condition may require details to be submitted and approved before development commences. (5717)
4. Criterion 1 needs to be expanded to make reference to the need for an initial desk study and that any subsequent site investigation should be sufficient to produce a risk assessment that details significant pollution linkages to environmental and human receptors. Also, a satisfactory scheme of remediation and restoration should be proposed. Where land is only suspected of being affected by contamination the above information should by required through the imposition of planning conditions. (5718)

5. Suggested rewording to penultimate and final sentences to refer to appropriate consultees, plus additional sentence referring to consultation within 250 metres of an existing landfill site. (5719)
6. In accordance with DETR Circular 02/200 further category needs to be added '5. Cause harm to buildings, animals & crops.'  6.112 - 6th sentence should be deleted or amended to include former factories & manufacturing etc (PPS23). Last sentence should be deleted or amended as it implies a list of contaminated sites 6.113 - should be amended to take note of desk studies etc. (7208)

Summary of Withdrawn Objections

7.
Need to ensure that contaminants are not simply transferred to cause pollution elsewhere. Add extra wording to paragraph 3.114, (now paragraph 6.112) - text given.  (5675w)

Reasoning and Comment

1a
Policy LE30 encourages redevelopment of land affected by contamination.  However, any development proposals coming forward will have to accord with other policies in the Plan, in particular Policy DP1, Sustainable Development Locations;

1b
The objector wants the Policy amended by the addition of a blanket statement of encouragement for the development of contaminated land;

1c
Whilst the redevelopment of contaminated land is supported, this is subject to its location.  Such a statement as the objector is seeking would not be appropriate in the body of the Policy, but has been accommodated within the text of para. 6.112 (2nd sentence) in the Redeposit draft version.  (5539).  

2a
Contaminated land does not fulfil the definition of brownfield land in PPS 3 unless it is, or was, occupied by a permanent structure;

2b
The Local Plan allocates sufficient land for housing until 2016 in accordance with Structure Plan policies in relation to brownfield sites and the % split locationally between urban and rural areas;

2c
The site referred to in the objection lies within the urban fringe where permission is not normally given for development that would adversely affect the open character of the area;

2d
Policy LE30 supports the development of land affected by contamination.  However, the text makes clear that priority for the redevelopment of such land will be given to sites in urban locations.  (5564) 

3a
The word ‘affect’ means ‘to act upon or influence especially in an adverse way’. 

3b
Add an additional para. before para. 6.112 to give the legal definition of ‘contaminated land’ ;  this would add precision to the policy.  Site investigatory works and remediation strategies would be required for a known contaminated site being considered for development through a planning application; a desk study would be required to be submitted, as a precaution, before a planning application was determined in the case of a site suspected of being contaminated and then appropriate, relevant planning conditions could be imposed.     (5717)

4
It is acknowledged that there needs to be a recognition of government advice on standard precautionary procedures. The policy already refers to a risk assessment in the first sentence.  It has been revised in the new para. 6.113 which refers to procedures in the event of a relevant planning application.  A fuller description of the procedures is better referred to in the supporting text and not in the Policy text.  (5718)


5
Agree with first suggested change in para. 3.114.  The second suggested change has already been accepted and the Redeposit draft amended.

Agree with the third suggestion.  Accept an additional sentence about the register of contaminated sites which gives an explanation of its purpose.  

Agree that a reference to the proximity to landfill sites should be given.

Agree that para. 6.113 could refer to the specific procedures and information needs prior to the determination of planning applications.  (5719)

6 Eight main points are raised.  Agree that the Policy needs to accord with the requirements of Circular 02/200 and the procedural requirements of PPS23 for development control.  As the list of potential contaminated sites in PPS23 is lengthy, amounting to nearly 30 industries and other uses and types of land (Table 2.1)  it may be advisable to delete the list in the middle of para. 6.112 in order not to suggest that contaminated sites are restricted.  Agree that the requirement for permission to discharge to a public sewer is only one legislative requirement; delete this reference rather than include all legislative requirements which are described more fully in PPS 23 and would be too onerous here.  (7208)

7
To ensure that contaminants are not transferred elsewhere during site developments for drainage works, a new sentence is needed to point out the requirement to obtain the consent of the sewerage undertaker.  (5675w).

Recommendation

1
Amend paragraph 6.112, second sentence by adding ‘for beneficial uses’ as this extra phrase adds to the intention of the policy.  (5539).

2
No change to the plan with regard to this representation.  (5564).

3
Insert new paragraph after the policy wording, before para. 6.112:-
‘A statutory definition of contaminated land is given in Section 78A(2) of Part 11A of the Environmental Protection Act 1990, which defines contaminated land as being:

‘any land which appears to the local authority to be in such condition, by reasons of substances, in, on or under the land, that –

a)  Significant harm is being caused or there is significant possibility of such harm being caused; or

b)  Pollution of Controlled Waters is being or is likely to be caused.’  (5717)

Insert into the first sentence of the Policy 2nd line before receptors  ‘human and environmental’…

Insert into para. 6.113  6th line after ‘required to’   ‘conduct a desk study and…”(5717)  

4
Insert new paragraph 6.113.  (5718)

5
Insert  into last line of para. 6.113:  after  ‘before’  ‘a planning application is

Insert at the end of the Policy wording after criterion 4, a sentence:

‘The policy will also apply to development on, or within 250 metres of, an existing landfill or a site known to be used as a landfill in the last 30 years.’

Insert a reference to the Environmental Health Service, now Environmental Quality.  Insert in para. 6.112 penultimate sentence:  after ‘Agency’ and the Council’s Environmental Quality Service’   

Delete final sentence of para. 6.112:  ‘The City Council maintains…1990.’ 

(5717)(5719)

6 Insert additional criterion in the policy wording:

‘5.  Cause harm to buildings, animals or crops’

Insert para. 6.113 final sentence after ‘required to’:  ‘,as a minimum, conduct a desk study and site reconnaissance and to’   Delete end of last sentence after  ‘before’  to read ‘a planning application is determined’.  New sentence at the end of the para.:  ‘There may be a need for an Environmental Statement and/ or an Environmental Impact Assessment  but this will be determined during the pre-application discussions together with the scoping necessary for this’.  

Delete para. 6.112 in sentence ‘The redevelopment of contaminated sites’  ‘such as former gasworks, ……processing sites’   Delete para. 6.113 1st sentence ‘When …..Utilities’.    (7208)

7
Paragraph 6.113, first sentence, When redeveloping land affected by contamination, any discharges to the public sewer require permission from United Utilities.  (5675w).  On further examination this paragraph was inserted in paragraphs 6.112 and 6.113, in response to representation 7208 it is suggested that the second reference in 6.113 be deleted but the first is retained to satisfy this objection.


POLICY LE31 – Derelict Land

Objections 5381 (1 No)


Withdrawn Objections  5721
Supports 7209 (1No) 

Summary of Objections

1
Policy should be inter-related to the housing and employment land policies. The re-use of derelict land should be encouraged alongside District data available from the National Land-Use Database (NLUD) and the Urban Potential Study to inform the availability of derelict/brownfield land, and hence help determine the location of potential new development sites as allocations or windfalls.  The objector considers that the LPA should consider the environmental capacity of its District to help determine the suitability for additional housing and employment development in specific locations.  5381
Summary of Withdrawn Objections

2
The objector considers that derelict land can also be contaminated, and the policy needs to make clear that poor quality land will need to be remediated to a standard that is fit for its intended land use purpose;  (5721w).
Summary of Support

3
Support. 7209
Reasoning and Comment

1a
The Local Plan is intended to be read as a whole, and for this reason cross referencing within policies and the text is kept to a minimum.  This policy encourages the re-use of derelict land where appropriate.  Policy DP1 favours a sequential approach to development starting with the City Centre, edge of centre and lastly the rest of the urban area, implying that brownfield sites will be used first.  It is important to note that not all brownfield sites will also be derelict land.  Policy H4 encourages residential development on previously developed land, and DP2 encourages proposals which seek to regenerate the economic and environmental capital of the District.  The Council considers that this raft of policies adequately address the need to use brownfield land and derelict land before greenfield sites are considered;

1b
The Plan has been restructured so that the spatial strategy and development principles are set out at the start of the Plan, and contain all the policies with the main spatial implications.  Following this will be a streamlined version of the core development policies i.e. those that will apply to all or most development proposals, whilst those that apply to specific circumstances will be located within relevant chapters;

1c
The Council considers that this layout of the Plan will introduce added clarity and that Policy LE31 does not need to be cross referenced to any other policies in the plan.  (5381).
2
The policy needs to make clear that derelict land must be remediated to a standard that is fit for development.  (5721w)
Recommendation

1
No change to the policy as a result of this objection.  (5381).

2a
Policy amended as follows, ‘Development involving the reclamation of derelict land and buildings will be permitted provided that the land has been remediated to a standard that is fit for the proposed land use.  The proposed land use shall also be appropriate to the location, and the development and accompanying landscaping are in keeping with the surroundings.  Where the derelict land has reverted to a natural state, its quality, and the importance as a green area, will be taken into account in any decision about its future development’.  (5721w)

2b
Paragraph 6.114 to be amended with a new final sentence, ‘However, the assessment of the site’s natural state and quality should not inhibit remediation of the site (if warranted) under the provisions of the Contaminated Land (England) Regulations 2000’.  (5721w).


Chapter 7 – General Comments

Objections 5033, 5070, 5124, 5186, 5192, 5275, 5302, 5410, 5769  (9 No)


Supports (0 No) 

Summary of Objections

1. Wants a policy to re-unite the Castle with the rest of the city centre. 5033
2. Would like closer links with Local Transport Plan with specific reference to the road network between existing and proposed Industrial Estates/employment Land allocations and the A7 so as to alleviate the problems with Albert Street. 5070
3. No reference to the Waverley railway line as identified in the Structure Plan. 5124
4. Inclusion of paragraph relating to Motorways, Trunk Roads and Primary Routes (as supplied) and reference to the role of the Highways Agency. 5186
5. A Policy or statement should be included in line with the Tynedale District Local Plan, so that the 2 plans together cover the full length of the single carriageway and the rural (non-commuter) part of the railway line. (A copy of their statement enclosed). 5192
6. In relation to transport, we consider that the plan should set out a strategy and policy or policies to deal with the problems faced by rural communities.  These problems include lack of quality public transport services, dependence upon the private car and poor accessibility to jobs and services. The Agency would like to see the plan promoting sustainable transport options in rural areas - such as community transport schemes, Quiet Lanes and Greenways, as outlined later in our comments. 5275
7. We would urge that the Local Plan contain a Transport Strategy that includes reference to the problems faced by rural communities and objectives for rural transport in relation to land use planning. (These problems include lack of quality public transport services, dependence upon the private car and poor accessibility to jobs and services). The strategy should be augmented with specific policies that deal with rural transport, in accordance with policy RU5 Rural Transport and Accessibility in RPG. Suggested content supplied. 5302
8. Also refer to Objection 5364 (CP1). The general thrust of this Chapter fails to encourage a reduction in the need to travel, and fails to acknowledge the objective in RPG13, which seeks a modal shift away from road freight use to other alternative sources such as the use of rail and water.  Full text with guidelines given. 5410
9. General comments about increase in local traffic as a result of any future de-trunking of A69 and the need for dedicated ring fenced funding. 5769

Reasoning and Comment

1
The separation of Carlisle Castle from the rest of the City Centre is an ongoing concern.  This has been further identified in considering the heritage/cultural area of Carlisle through Carlisle Renaissance.  It is intended to refer to this in the plan linked to the Carlisle Northern Development Route.  The implementation of this route should have an impact on traffic flows.  This would be an opportune time to consider any improvements to Castle Way.  It is not considered that a separate policy is required.  Further work is being undertaken to consider options but no definite proposal is forthcoming to include in the plan.  5033
2
Recognition that the long-term solutions for Albert Street and links to the A7 are matters for the Local Transport Plan.  This remains the main transport route and requires funding for improvements.  The re-allocation of Suttons yard for residential development will only make a minor improvement to the junction and a longer-term improvement needs to be forthcoming.  As no route for improvement has been researched this is not something that could be included within the plan.   The County Council as highway authority would be involved in further discussions for additional land at Longtown.  No specific site is allocated and would have to be the subject of a review of employment allocations for the rural area.  This would be dependent on the existing employment sites being developed. 5070
3
The Waverely Line is referred to in the plan under policy LC9.  This considers disused railway lines.  Although the primary objective is for recreation value they can still be re-used for transport purposes. The policy aims to protect the routes.  Clarification is needed in policy LC9 that transport re-use is an option.  5124
4
Policy DP5 relates specifically to the trunk road network.  There is no requirement to repeat this policy or reference to it in the transport chapter as the plan is to be read as a whole.  5186
5
It is acknowledged that the A69 has not been adequately recognised within the plan.  It is proposed that the original policy T1 (now DP5) regarding the M6/A74 be amended to cover Trunk Roads.  Additional text is to be added to this policy to refer to the A69 not only in relation to east-west access but also as part of Hadrian’s Wall Transport Strategy.   This is not as extensive as the policy statement provided by Tynedale however this policy statement is a separate statement of Council and not appropriate for inclusion in a Local Plan 5192

6
Schemes such as sustainable transport, community transport, quiet lanes and greenways are all referred to in the Local Transport Plan which is complementary to the Local Plan.  Quiet Lanes and Greenways are pilot schemes and being developed elswhere in Cumbria but could be extended into Carlisle District through Area Transport Plans.  The Plan strategy is based upon sustainable spatial planning and seeks to concentrate development in the rural area where facilities can be more easily accessed.  It is recognised that many people still require access by private car due to the rural nature and parking must therefore be accommodated in town and city.  The plan does not prevent a number f transport measures coming forward however it is more appropriate for these to be developed through the LTP.  5275
7
Some of the issues raised are covered by the reply to representation 5275.  There are a number of other issues raised in relation to the plan’s transport elements.  Reference is made to Policy RU5 regarding Rural Transport and Accessibility in RPG13.  RPG also forms the Regional Transport Plan.  Policy RU5 refers to development plans and other strategies.  Much of this information is covered in the Local Transport Plan and it is not the intention that the Local Plan duplicates that document.  With regard to individual points 

a) 
The spatial strategy of the plan, policies DP1 and H1 are based on reducing the need to travel.

b) 
Public transport, cycling and walking are covered by CP15.

c) 
transport interchange is covered in relation to Carlisle which needs to be improved for those coming from the rural area into the City.  It is not considered that there are sufficient forms of public transport for interchanges outwith Carlisle.


d) Areas protected from development are referred to throughout the plan such as AONBs and in general unsustainable locations.

e) 
Freight infrastructure is still to be tackled for Carlisle and it is unlikely that there would be sufficient freight in the rural area to support interchanges with cross country rail lines and this should be channelled through Carlisle.

f) 
The only major highway schemes within the plan have consent and are under construction.

g) 
The Council is committed towards working through the objectives of the LTP to achieve more sustainable transport throughout the district and bring forward schemes through the Area Transport Plans.  This does not need to be duplicated in the Local Plan.  5302

8
Disagree that sustainable transport matters are not being considered in the plan.  The main strategy of the plan focuses the majority of development in Carlisle where public transport is at its greatest provision.  In addition there are cycle routes and easy walking access from many residential areas to the City Centre.  In the rural area focus of development is on the key service centres.   It is unfortunate that the objector disregards the freight policy in the plan however the reinstatement of a freight line and the option for a rail academy in Carlisle have been discussed numerous times including on the land at Kingmoor Sidings but this has not come to fruition. The Local Plan would have had no greater impact in trying to achieve this.  The reference to road schemes is merely to safeguard schemes already with permission and where development has commenced.  These relate to wider economic priorities for the Cumbria economy, a significant role Carlisle can assist with. The plan recognises that there were employment difficulties in Brampton resulting in some companies moving to the airport but the plan strategy is consistent with the Structure Plan for delivering land from airport related development providing a much needed facility for Cumbria and the Borders.  In addition a local employment site has been provided and is being developed in Brampton. This chapter of the plan picks up outstanding transport issues and is not aimed at establishing its own transport strategy.  The Regional Transport Plan and Local Transport Plan set this strategy.  The main policy thrust for transport matters is through the Local Transport Plan, which does not conflict with the policies of the Local Plan. 5410
9
Funding for road schemes and highways come through the Local Transport Plan which forms the strategy for dealing with transport issues throughout Cumbria and also the prime funding document for schemes as they come forward.  It is not the place of the Local Plan to request funding. 5769
Recommendations

1
No change to the plan with regard to this representation other than changes to supporting text for policy DP6 in connection to the ongoing work of Carlisle Renaissance.  5033
2
No change with regard to this representation 5070
3
Changes to policy LC9 Disused Railway Lines cover this omission.  No further change is proposed  5124
4
No change with regard to this representation 5186

5
No change to this policy but other changes reflected in DP5 to amend the policy to cover all Trunk Roads and include the following supporting text:

“Where transport assessments are required as part of proposals for development, proposals will also be assessed against their impact upon the Trunk Road network to ensure the safe operation is not compromised.  For example, the cross country route of the A69 is important not only for east-west access but also for the implementation of Hadrian’s Wall Transport Strategy.”   5192
6
No change with regard to this representation 5275
7
No change with regard to this representation 5302
8
No change with regard to this representation 5410
9
No change with regard to this representation 5769

POLICY T1 – Parking Guidelines

Objections 5065, 5097, 5737, 7273, 8087 (5 No)

Withdrawn Objections 5167 (1 No)
Supports 5096, 8091 (1 No) 



Summary of Objections

1. Need for car parking provision and should be addressed in the Transport Policy as Longtown is a Key Service Area. 5065
2. Criteria 2 of the Policy - does not take into consideration the need for some developments to meet their own requirements and not rely upon nearby public parking. Wants Criteria 2 removed from the Policy. 5097
3. The factors listed do not include reference to surface water run-off and pollution prevention measures i.e. the need for oil interceptors. 5737
4. Parking guidelines in Cumbria has been superseded by PPG13 and should adopt this in regard to minimum parking requirements. Re-title Policy to 'Parking Guidelines for Development' and reword to fully adopt all guidelines in PPG13. 7273
5. No plans for an integrated public transport system related to accessibility, knock on effect and cost to rural areas - real gaps in transport and traffic flow considerations. 8087
Summary of Withdrawn Objections

6
No parking standards contained in the Plan would like to see PPG13 standards or current or draft Cumbria Parking Standards (if draft text could make clear that standards are provisional until revised standards are adopted) (5167w)

Summary of Supports

7
Support for the flexibility within the policy to utilise the maximum targets in PPG13 until such time as the Parking Guidelines are updated. (wants notified when guidelines are updated). 5096
8
Agree that the majority of future development should be directed towards locations with the most sustainable patterns of transport which is in accordance with PPS6. 8091
Reasoning and Comments

1
It is agreed that the issue of car parking needs to be resolved if an informal park and ride system is in operation in order to prevent disruption to residents.  Identifying an appropriate site where linkages to public transport exist is difficult given the dense nature of the town.   It may be more appropriate to raise this an issue in the supporting text to policy T4 for further investigation during the plan period.  5065
2
The policy has been prepared in line with current Government guidance in PPG13 to help to promote sustainable transport choices as a means of travelling to new developments. Criterion 4 considers the likely impact on the surrounding road network, therefore where a proposal raises concerns that it could result in disruption to the transport network this would be addressed through a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage. Officers consider that the criteria as they stand are appropriate, they policy allows for some flexibility and the guidelines are in line with PPG13. (5097)  

3
Policy CP12 pollution is considered to be the most appropriate place to include a reference to surface water run off, pollution control measures and the need for oil receptors in relation to car parks. (5737)
4a
Parking Guidelines in Cumbria has not been entirely superseded by PPG13. In the absence of any other guidance for residential parking standards (PPG3 standards no longer apply) parking guidelines in Cumbria residential standards should be taken into account when considering the level of parking provision required as part of a scheme. The Draft Regional Spatial Strategy for the North West contains a methodology for setting parking standards, regional parking standards are being formulated but are unlikely to be available until 2008. Officers therefore consider that it is most appropriate for the policy to remain as it is with a reference to guidance in policy in RSS. 

4b
In order to improve clarity, the title of the policy should be reworded. (7273)  

5
Integrated Transport Systems are the responsibility of the County Council through the Local Transport Plan.  Carlisle Renaissance is dealing with some of these issues through its work on a movement strategy which is informing the Area Transport Plans.  This involves working with County Council in partnership to bring forward transport improvements.  The Area Transport Committee will consider a number of issues to improve transport options into and around the City and traffic flows.  Should this result in further need for land-use changes these would have to be brought through a review of the plan's policies and designations.  There are no plans sufficiently detailed to introduce changes through the plan at this moment. 8087
6
Do not intend to change the policy in line with GONW request, it not considered necessary or appropriate to copy  the parking guidelines from PPG13 (as advised in PPG12), Cumbria Standards out of date so decided should not be included.  5167w

Recommendation

1
No change to this policy with regard to this objection.  Additional text should be added to paragraph 7.14 to read:

“In the rural area options for more informal Park and Ride practices may require additional land for car parking.  During the plan period further work will be undertaken to consider alternatives to address any localised issues arising from commuting patterns into Carlisle.”  5065
2
No change to policy in line with objection. (5097)

3
CP12 paragraph 3.51 to include the following text:

‘For example, contaminated surface water run-off from vehicle emissions on road and car park surfaces may require the installation of special pollution control measures such as oil interceptors.’ (5737)

4
No change to policy wording in line with objection. Amend policy title to read  ‘Parking guidelines for development’ (7273)

5
No change to the plan with regard to this representation 8087
6
No change to policy in line with objection 5167w

POLICY T4 – Park and Ride

Objections 5065* 5066, 5168, 5315, 5739, 7174, 7276,  (6 No)


Supports 5238, 5250, 5300, 5492, 8081, 8094  ( 6No) 

Summary of Objections

1. Would support a Park & Ride scheme as it could improve frequency of local services. 5066 
2. Ensure that it reflect PPG13 para 61 especially criteria on traffic reduction and generation. 5168
3. No provision is made as to the deliverability of the Park & Ride scheme. The location can form part of a sustainable mixed use scheme and service not only City-centre bound movements but also to the local community, particularly the large scale existing and growing employment area. 5315
4. The criteria listed do not include reference to surface water run-off and pollution prevention measures i.e. the need for oil interceptors. 5739
5. Criterion 2 should be deleted as no indication as to what 'alternative transport measures' are envisaged. 7174
6. No concrete proposals for a Park & ride which takes account of the number, availability  & cost of city centre parking. Combine T3 & T4 to create 1 Policy. 7276
Summary of Supports

7. The early provision of the retail development at Morton will assist in bringing forward the 'park & ride' facility. 5238
8. The early provision of the retail development at Morton will assist in bringing forward the 'park & ride' facility. 5250
9. The Agency is in favour of Park & Ride schemes as a way of integrating modes of transport and reducing congestion.  They can improve access to the City Centre for those living in surrounding rural areas and we would support in principle additional schemes. 5300
10. Support the long term aspiration of the Park & Ride Scheme. 5492 
11. Support the need expressed for the City to have an efficient transport system. 8081
12. Please to see agreement that flooding carries potentially significant environmental, economic & safety implications and that a reference to SUDS has been incorporated. 8094

Reasoning and Comments

No specific schemes have been included or are currently planned for the rural area.  Through Carlisle Renaissance the Movement Strategy has identified Park and Ride as one of the transport schemes to be considered further in the Area Transport Plan as part of the LTP.  Work will be undertaken on a comprehensive car parking strategy which looks into city centre parking and long term changes including facilitating Park and Ride.  This policy sets the framework for any additional sites although criterion 4 and 5 seek to relate new locations to urban areas since viable schemes need to become operational before additional locations are developed. (5066)
Agree that there is a need to ensure that effects on traffic reduction and generation are taken into account to promote Park and Ride.  Additional criterion in the policy should satisfy these concerns.  (5168)
It is recognised that the Greymoorhill allocation for Park and Ride is isolated from other development proposals.  The operation of Park and Ride is dependent upon a review of car parking for Carlisle which is being undertaken through Carlisle Renaissance.  Additional measures will consider funding and the use of planning obligations to facilitate improvements to the transport infrastructure of the City.  At this time it is not dependent upon development of the adjacent land to deliver Park and Ride.  (5315)
It is agreed that these measures need to be addressed in connection to car parking however this is a more generic issue than just Park and Ride. It is more appropriate to include reference in support of policy CP12 Pollution. This would be taken into account in all parking concerns not just park and ride.  (5739)
Alternative measures to implement the scheme relates to the ability to give greater priority to public transport in the road network, and changes through the parking strategy to existing parking in the town.  This will be linked through a review of the Council’s car parking strategy.  Park and Ride measures are focussed on a more sustainable transport strategy and the ability to create an improved pedestrian priority throughout the city centre.  This will improve the attractiveness of the city for business and not act to its detriment.  (7174)
It is not considered appropriate to combine policies T2, T3 and T4 as the policies affect different areas. This policy seeks to establish park and ride facilities and criteria against which further schemes will be assessed. The Council is currently in discussion with the County Council regarding the development of a holistic parking strategy which will look at park and ride facilities alongside the cost and availability of car parking in the City Centre. (7276)


Recommendation

1
No change to this policy with regard to this objection.  Additional text should be added to paragraph 7.14 to read:

“In the rural area options for more informal Park and Ride practices may require additional land for car parking.  During the plan period further work will be undertaken to consider alternatives to address any localised issues arising from commuting patterns into Carlisle.”  5065* (original objection to T1)
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation.  (5066)
Add two criterion to the policy to read:

1  The ability to reduce travel by car;

2  The ability to implement alternative transport measures to complement the scheme. (5168)
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation (5315)

No change to this policy with regard to this representation but change are proposed to Policy CP12 to take the objectors concerns into account in the plan. (5379)
No changes to the plan with regard to this representation (7174)
Additional wording to be added in text stating:

‘The City Council is working with the County Council to develop a holistic parking strategy for the Carlisle.’ (7276)


POLICY T5 – Rail Freight

Objections 5169, 5553, 8015, 8039, 8040, 8082 (6 No)


Supports 5491, 5531, 7109, 5532, 5533, (5 No) 

Summary of Objections

1. Reference to North West Freight Strategy should be expanded to incorporate or refer to the full guidance on rail freight terminals. 5169
2. Link to objection 5554. Reference is made to the potential of re-opening the Carlisle Avoiding Lines. Suggest that nothing should prejudice the long-term re-introduction of this rail freight route.  Ideally the route should be identified and protected as a transport corridor. 5553
3. Changes should be reflected on the Proposals Maps. 8015
4. Reference to safeguarding the  lines should not be deleted. Reference to the areas development in line with Carlisle Renaissance should be removed. 8039
5. Objection to the deletion of references to safeguarding of the Carlisle Freight Avoiding Lines and want them re-instated. 8040
6. Before a definitive view can be taken on the merits of the continued protection of the Carlisle Freight Avoiding Line it is considered that a further assessment should be undertaken of the options available to safeguard capacity for rail freight on the network.  The views of Network Rail will clearly need to be ascertained.  This should be recognised in the new text. 8082
Summary of Supports

7. Eminently sensible given the outcome of the experiment last Christmas that no specific claims or projections have been made in context of the Morton Development. 5491
8. Policy supported as part of an enabling land-use planning framework and in allowing a flexible approach to be adopted. 5531
9. Welcome the policy to safeguard former rail links which have potential for future transport use. 7109
10. Particularly welcomed as it will allow a flexible approach to be adopted in respect of rail related development on railway land. 5532
11. Supports protection of the corridor as advocated in the Regional Freight Strategy to allow for the reopening of the line in the future. 5533
Reasoning and Comments

1
Agree that there is need for further justification to strengthen the policy with regard to the rail freight strategy.  5169

2
Since the deposit plan the route has been included within the redeposit and then deleted from the revised redeposit due to continued updating of information relating to the implementation of the line, the installation of new flood defences, flood risk around Rome Street and the Carlisle renaissance proposals.  Whilst the need to address long-term the freight transport issue, priority must be given to much needed improved flood defences.  The implications are that the reinstatement of the CFAL is technically possible although the route may develop similar to a switchback, which has financial and operational implications.  Until this is further investigated it would be more appropriate to retain the route as white land in this plan.  5553
3
Policy DP2 in the revised redeposit shows the extent of the regeneration areas and these plans will be transferred to the proposals map to show the boundaries of those proposals.  There are still concerns however about the future of the Carlisle Freight Avoiding Line. 8015
4
The RUS is recognised as referring long-term to tackling freight through a freight avoiding line in Carlisle.  The feasibility of the route continues to be considered in any proposals and whilst there are technical solutions to overcome the flood defences the implications for Carlisle renaissance of the necessary measures to clear the defences are not clear. Alternatives should be considered in the long-term and this route cannot be protected indefinitely.  8039
5
As the planning application for the flood defences has progressed it is now clear that there is a technical solution for providing defences and being able to reinstate the route.  This does however result in a switchback route to clear the river and defences and link to the line north of Carlisle station.  This does not appear satisfactory in relation to regeneration proposals for the Caldew Riverside.  It would be more appropriate to consider all options rather than specifically safeguard this route in the plan.  8040
6
Agree with the objector that further assessment of the route is required.  Network Rail has been involved throughout the review of the plan regarding the route and through the RUS there is a commitment long-term to tackling freight issues in Carlisle.  Given the implementation of flood defences and Carlisle Renaissance development proposals further work is required on the practical solutions for reinstatement of this route. 8082

Recommendation

1
Add new paragraph in supporting text to read:

“ Carlisle is located at a railway junction for five local, regional, inter-regional and national lines. It is therefore an important junction which suffers from congestion and conflict as a result. Rail freight services have increased 41% overall since railway privatisation. The freight Route Utilisation Strategy (RUS) 2007 retains reference to the need for long-term improvements to freight transport through Carlisle but a scheme will not be forthcoming until at least 2014. “ 5169
(The revised redeposit plan considers the relationship of this route with Carlisle Renaissance and the text was amended.)

2
No change to the plan to meet this objection. Delete reference to the Carlisle Freight Avoiding Line Bog Junction to Willowholme from the end of paragraph 7.16.  5553
3
No change required as already covered in another policy. 8015
4
No change to the plan regarding this representation.  8039
5
References to conflict with the Flood defences should be deleted.  8040
6
Delete references to safeguarding this as a preferred route but change to white land which further assessment is undertaken.  8082

POLICY LC09 – Disused Railway Lines

Objections 5526, 5534, 5535, 5536, 5554 (5 No)


Supports 5550 (1 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. Objection to the wording: 'will be safeguarded from development'.  Refers to Carlisle freight avoiding line (CFAL) Bog junction - Castle Way which may not be implementable within the life of the Plan. (5526)
2. Considers the remit of protecting lines of disused railways only for future recreation use is too narrow in its scope as drafted. Suggested rewording of the Policy definition. (5534)
3. A new policy in the transport chapter should cater for protecting the Carlisle Freight Avoiding Line and other lines of disused railways for future transport and recreation use. Suggested new Policy wording given. (5535)
4. The former alignment of the CFAL should be broadly indicated on the Proposals Map. (5536)
5. Link to Objection 5553. In connection with the Carlisle Avoiding lines - additional wording to this para - text given. (5554)
Summary of Supports

6. Support where it specifically excludes goods yards & maintenance depots. (5550)
Reasoning and Comment

1 It is appropriate to safeguard alignments of former railways.(5526)

2 The policy provides protection of the alignment of the former Bog Junction to Caldew Junction railway line (1984 closed) which is a route for the Carlisle Station freight goods avoidance line.  Although the scheme to restore the line is not in the Ten Year Transport Plan it could be required towards the end of the plan period. On the other hand PPG12 advises that local authorities should only include firm proposals with a reasonable degree of certainty of implementation  by being programmed. The policy has been expanded to include provision for this transport use as well as for recreational use such as a cycle route.  (5534) (5535) (5536) .

3 The general alignment of the Carlisle Freight Avoiding Line is shown in the Redeposit draft Local Plan as an amendment to the Proposals Map. Further consideration of this route reveals that there are conflicts between the objectives of Carlisle Renaissance and the technical solutions for flood defences.(5536)

4 The alignment has been scrutinised as part of the consideration of flood defence proposals for the City, as new flood defences for the City need to take priority over any retention of the existing route.  Where there is conflict between these two land uses there may be resolution to the problems through technical solutions.

Recommendation

Retain policy.  

After para. 8.31, new para:  ‘The reinstatement of the Bog Junction to Caldew Junction former railway line known as the Carlisle Freight Avoiding Line has the potential, if implemented, to release passenger capacity on the West Coast Main Line by reducing the constraint of the passage of freight goods through the congested Citadel Station.  There are however potential conflicts between a number of uses in the vicinity of the route including its use as part of the Sustrans national cycle route.  These conflicting uses need to be resolved through additional work within the plan period before confirming the most appropriate use for this former railway line.    so as to make a specific reference to this route which has potential for re-use either as a relief goods freight line or as a recreational route. 

POLICY LC10 – Golf Courses

Objections 5029, (1 No)

Withdrawn Objections 5413, 5446 (2 No)
Supports (0 No) 

Summary of Objections

1. Would like a specific statement that no new golf courses would be permitted in the AONB. 5029
Summary of Withdrawn Objections

1. Policy should be cross-referenced to Policy CP4, which deals with landscape character assessments as a planning tool to assess the impact of new development upon the countryside. (5413w)
2. As worded the Policy expresses concern about the impact of new golf courses upon their surroundings, but not upon the landscape or nature conservation value of the actual site itself. Amend bullet point 1 to read:  ‘the proposal does not have an adverse impact on the landscape or nature conservation value of either the chosen site or the surrounding area;’ (5446w)
Reasoning and Comment

Carlisle District has two AONBs within the District, the Solway Coast AONB already has a golf course therefore the principle has already been set to some extent for this type of development, it would therefore seem unduly restrictive to state that no new golf courses would be allowed within the AONBs. The local plan has a dedicated AONB policy DP8 which is designed to protect landscape quality and the special characteristics of the AONBs, officers feel that this would provide sufficient protection against inappropriate development. (5029)
Agree to amend policy to ensure that criterion 1 covers both the application site and the surrounding area. (5446w)
Cross referencing of policies throughout the plan is considered unnecessary as the core policies should be applied to all development proposals where relevant, no need to duplicate information or cross reference (5413w)


Recommendation

No change to policy or text. (5029, 5431w)

Criterion 1 amended to read:

‘The proposal does not have an adverse impact on the landscape or nature conservation value of the chosen site or the surrounding area; and’ (5446w)

POLICY LC11 – Educational Needs

Objections, 5125, 5215, 5216, 5217, 5218, 5219, 5220, 5221, 5222, 8083 (10 No)


Supports (0 No) 
Withdrawn 5223 ( 1 No)
Summary of Objections

1. Be more explicit re facilities should be located in key service centres/towns/villages as per Structure Plan. 5125
2. Policy restricts the development of educational facilities to within existing sites. Suggested re-wording: "Proposals for the development of educational facilities should where possible in accordance with the strategic wishes of the LEA be provided within the existing educational sites as indicated on the Proposals Map.  Proposals for new buildings should wherever possible be in close proximity to existing buildings …………." . "This policy shall not apply to surplus education buildings/ancillary land which shall be available for redevelopment in accordance with plan policies." 5215
3. Cummersdale settlement boundary does not include school playing fields.  Please amend boundary. 5216
4. Cumwhinton school playing fields not allocated as educational or within settlement.  Please amend boundaries. 5217
5. Hallbankgate settlement boundary & education allocations exclude school playing field, but included former school house which is now in private ownership. Amend as per map supplied. 5218
6. Hayton School playing field is excluded from education allocation and settlement boundary. Amend as per map supplied. 5219
7. William Howard school playing fields partially excluded from education allocation and settlement boundary. Amend as per map supplied. 5220
8. Scotby school playing fields excluded from education allocation and settlement boundary. Amend as per map supplied. 5221
9. Site area for Petteril Bank School incorrectly shown. Amend as per map supplied. 5222
10. Recognition should be given to the vision for a new learning City by specifically supporting proposals for new higher education facilities as well as reflecting the outcome of the secondary education review. 8083
Summary of Withdrawn Objections

11
Former school house and land at Pennine Way Primary School is zoned as education.  Amend to Primary residential as per map supplied. 5223w

Reasoning and Conclusions

1
As the plan is to be read as a whole this would be read in conjunction with policy DP1 which guides development to sustainable locations.  The original policy just required new build to be related to existing buildings.  This does require further clarification in relation to the plan strategy.  Agree this should be amended.  5125
2
Agree that the policy needs to be extended to cover options for new facilities which may not be on existing sites due to operational restrictions, site development limits or to improve the sustainability of school locations.  Amend the policy to take this into account.  5215
3
Agree that the school playing fields are shown in relation to their prime use for educational purposes in other areas on the Proposals Map.  The boundary at Cummersdale should indicate the extent of educational use.  5216
4
Agree that the school playing fields are shown in relation to their prime use for educational purposes in other areas on the Proposals Map.  The boundary at Cumwhinton should indicate the extent of educational use and the designation include the school playing field.  The settlement boundary does not need to be amended, as the education designation would be sufficient for any future educational uses.  5217
5
Agree that the school playing fields are shown in relation to their prime use for educational purposes in other areas on the Proposals Map.  The boundary at Hallbankgate should indicate the extent of educational use.  5218
6
Agree that the school playing fields are shown in relation to their prime use for educational purposes in other areas on the Proposals Map.  The boundary at Hayton should indicate the extent of educational use.  5219
7
Agree that the school playing fields are shown in relation to their prime use for educational purposes in other areas on the Proposals Map.  The boundary at William Howard School site in Brampton should indicate the extent of educational use and the designation include the school playing field.  The settlement boundary does not need to be amended, as the education designation would be sufficient for any future educational uses.  5220
8
Agree that the school playing fields are shown in relation to their prime use for educational purposes in other areas on the Proposals Map.  The boundary at Scotby should indicate the extent of educational use and the designation include the school playing field.  The settlement boundary does not need to be amended, as the education designation would be sufficient for any future educational uses.  5221

9
Agree that the school site should reflect the use on the ground for educational purposes in other areas on the Proposals Map.  With regard to the sure start use, the Proposals Map indicates educational and other community uses.  It would therefore be appropriate to include this within the designation.  The boundary at Pettril Bank School should indicate the extent of educational/community use.  5222
10
At present we don’t know the outcome of the secondary education review as such it would be premature to pre-empt the outcome by including references/ sites etc within the plan at this stage. (8083) 

11
This site has exchanged ownership and the original objector has withdrawn the objection.  A change to the plan is not appropriate.  5223w
Recommendation

1,2
Amend the policy to read:

“…Proposals Map.  On existing sites, proposals for…” and add “ Where proposed educational facilities are outside existing sites the location should be close to the intended catchment in order to minimise travel in conjunction with centres listed in policy DP1.” (5125, 5215)
3
Amend the proposals map Cummersdale inset to indicate the school playing field as educational use. 5216
4
Amend the proposals map Cumwhinton inset to indicate the school playing field as educational use 5217
5
Amend the proposals map Hallbankgate inset to indicate the school playing field as educational use 5218
6
Amend the proposals map Hayton inset to indicate the school playing field as educational use 5219
7
Amend the proposals map William Howard School site on the Brampton inset to indicate the school playing field as educational use 5220
8
Amend the proposals map Scotby inset to indicate the school playing field as educational use 5221
9
Amend the proposals map showing Pettril Bank school to indicate the school buildings, playing field and sure start buildings as educational/community use 5222
10
No change to policy. (8083)

11
No change to policy. (5223w)

POLICY LC13 – Doctors’ Surgeries and Health Centres

Objections 5126, 5268, 5269 (3 No)

Supports 5006 (1 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. Inclusion of new health facilities to be located in key service centres or villages as defined in Local Plan. 5126
2. New Policy to accommodate emerging healthcare service improvements & site development plans on residual land at the former Garlands Hospital. Supporting statement attached, 5268
3. Contents out of date and needs to be rewritten based on the accompanying supporting statement. 5269
Summary of Support

1. Support for the Medical Centre on the site of the Fusehill Community Gardens. 5006
Reasoning and Comment

Policy states that proposals for new medical centres should be accessible agree that this should be expanded to focus proposals on urban, key and local centres in line with the structure plan. (5126)
The redevelopment of the former Garlands Hospital site is ongoing and the remaining land and buildings provide opportunities to provide improved healthcare facilities as well as potential for redevelopment.  It is considered that this is best dealt with by a separate policy, rather than try to incorporate this change of emphasis in Policy LC13.  It is site specific and not applicable to all health centres.  (5268, 5269)
Recommendation

Amend criterion 1 to read:

‘The proposed location is within Carlisle, a key service centre, or local service centre and is accessible by public transport’. (5126)

A new policy be developed (LC14) to consider proposals for the future land uses at Carleton Clinic and land remaining from the redevelopment of the former Garlands Hospital. (5268, 5269)

POLICY LC14 – Carleton Clinic

Objections  7051 ( 1 No)


Supports (0 No) 


Summary of Objections

Mixed use proposal seems open ended as far as housing provision. Housing as part of mixed use development needs to be looked at more carefully in the context of housing supply management & phasing.  Should be more pro-active with regard to traffic. 7051
Reasoning and Comment

Agree with the concerns of the objector that the extent of existing new development in that area may limit the capacity for additional development.  Paragraph 8.40 restricts new development to re-use of the existing built form rather than opening up additional land.  Agree that reference to S106 or S278 agreements may be required and could be referenced in the policy.  Phasing would also enable the development to be considered once a transport assessment has been undertaken and the impact of the recently introduced one-way system between Cumwhinton Road and London Road has been fully assessed.  The area also needs to be referenced in Proposal H16.  7051
Recommendation

Add to policy: “The use of S106 or S278 agreements may be required to deal with issues arising particularly in relation to traffic impact on the existing local highway network resulting from any redevelopment”. In addition reference should be made in Proposal H16 to potential housing numbers however these will be dependent upon the outcome of a transport assessment.  7051


POLICY LC16 – Recreational Land Proposals/Allocations

Objections, 5316, 5414, 7043 ( 3 No)


Supports 5237, 5249, 7075, 7083 (4 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. Section 2 of the Policy - California Rd. The Plan's provisions do not create a positive arrangement.  Local Plans should only make provision when it is clear they are needed and will come available within the planned period. 5316
2. FLD objects to this Policy and in particular Paragraph 8.36 as it stands, as it ignores and fails to reflect the criteria and approach in the current PPG6 (June 1996) and the draft PPS6: Planning for Town Centres, which refers to the types of development and land-uses to which the policy applies (see page 8 of draft PPS6). In applying this guidance LPAs will be required to assess proposed developments against the criteria in Section 2.23.  These tests are set out in more detail in Paragraphs 2.25-2.43 and 3.7-3.29 of draft PPS6. FLD considers that Policy LC13 should fully embrace the guidance. 5414
3. Wants the word Permanent to be included in respect of the recreational area at Ellesmere Way. 7043
Summary of Support

4. Support for the allocation of land to the SW of Morton as 'Primary Leisure Areas'. 5237
5. Support for the allocation of land to the SW of Morton as 'Primary Leisure Areas'. 5249
6. Supports allocation at Morton as Primary Leisure areas. 7075
7. Support the allocation as Primary Leisure Area in Morton. 7083
Reasoning and Comment

1
The proposal for additional allotments initially arose when considering development of houses at Lowry Hill which are now under construction.  The adjacent allotments may have been incorporated at that time.  The allotments on Wakefield Road and Lowry Hill are well used and with additional housing in the area there are limited facilities available.  The proposed site is owned by the Council and the Council is the provider of many allotments.  There is therefore a realistic option of being provided during the plan period. 5316

2
The proposed primary leisure area is part of a mixed development urban extension area proposed within the plan.  The intention is to provide additional open space as part of strategic landscape belt integral to existing and new housing developments.  The intended uses are for playing pitches/courts and other leisure facilities which have a predominantly open recreational use and cater for the immediate population. It is not intended to provide the nature of facilities as referenced in PPS6.  Paragraph 8.48 could be amended to clarify this.  5414
3
The site referred to is currently maintained open space.  The site previously had planning permission to continue the development of Westwood but this was never implemented.  The allocation of land for an urban extension includes structural landscaping and a large area of primary leisure space for recreation.  Given this increase in open space provision it is considered that this site will not be required for open space long-term.  The policy is therefore worded that open space provision will be reviewed once the additional open space has been provided.  7043
Recommendation

1
No change with regard to this representation.  5316
2
Amend paragraph 8.48 to read:  “….with a range of open leisure areas including a sports pitch…” 5414
3
No change with regard to this representation  7043

POLICY IM01 – Planning Obligations

Objections 5465, 5537, 5740  (3 No)


Supports 5552  ( 1 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. In addition to those mentioned in the policy it is suggested that historic environment is also included. 5465
2. Rationale behind the policy is supported, the wording is unclear. Policy should be reworded to remove any ambiguity as to whether public transport infrastructure and service enhancements are included within the policy.  It should be made clear that contributions will be sought not only for 'local or community needs' but also in respect of other appropriate policy objectives. 5537
3. SuDs schemes, sewage package plants and oil interceptors need to be added to the list of issues covered by planning obligations in the second sentence of this policy. 5740
Summary of Support

4. It ensures new developments will contribute (where appropriate) to transport infrastructure improvements. 5552
Reasoning and Comment

1
Agree that there needs to be some reference to the historic environment although there is concern that the policy becomes an extensive list.  Archaeology has specifically been referred to reflecting other policies in the plan.  The policy however does state “such as” and where other policies look at enhancement there may be opportunity to use planning obligations.  5465
2
Transport/traffic improvements is a generic term used in the policy to encompass a range of issues.  The Development Framework and Movement Strategy of Carlisle Renaissance covers a number of long-term transport improvements and it is envisaged that the proposed SPD will provide detail on the appropriate level of any contributions with regard to appropriateness. This will include public transport improvements.  It is not necessary to expand upon this in the policy.  5537
3
Disagree that the policy should refer to SUDS, sewage package plants and oil interceptors.  These are more appropriately dealt with under planning conditions when related to specific development proposals.  5740

Additional Officer observations

An omission from the plan raised by colleagues in community development work is the potential for planning obligations to help deliver community needs.  This is particularly relevant community needs are detailed such as in parish plans and development can assist in delivering improvements where relevant and appropriate in line with guidance. 

Recommendation

1
Add “archaeology” into the second sentence of the policy  5465
2
No change to the plan with regard to this representation. 5537
3
No change to the plan with regard to this representation. 5740

Officer recommendation

4
Add “community facilities” into the second sentence of the policy

POLICY IM02 - Monitoring

Objections 5415 (1 No)


Supports (0 No) 


Summary of Objections

Recommend that the Policy should be cross-referenced to the Core Development Policies, the employment, and housing policies. 5415
Reasoning and Comment

The plan should be read as a whole so there is no requirement in the plan to cross-reference, as this is unnecessary.  

The Council’s current monitoring system has not failed as the objector suggests.  The moratorium on development in the rural area was brought about as a result of the findings of monitoring in relation to revised guidance (PPS3) which was not in place when the plan was adopted.  The context of national and regional policy changed not the Council’s monitoring.  The reference to exceeding the housing supply is a reference to the adopted provision of 6200 dwellings against a Structure Plan of “about 6000”.  The rural urban split as envisaged in the Local Plan was not achieved although the overall target was met “about”. This review of the Local Plan through Plan, monitor and manage seeks to redress this situation with a further recognition that RPG 13 figures were unreasonably reduced.

Agree that the supporting text needs to refer to adapting monitoring to take into account changing requirements

FLD do not appear to be satisfied with the Annual Monitoring Report process for dealing with the Plan, Monitor and Manage process and whilst officers undertake monthly residential land monitoring it must be remembered that the Structure Plan figures are annual averages along with RSS annual averages.  An annual review against annual averages should be sufficient for monitoring terms of performance against those policies.

Given the provision of the 2004 Act and the requirement to produce an Annual Monitoring Report with specific indicators as well as local indicators it could be considered that this policy is no longer required as it duplicates other provisions.  5415

Recommendation

Delete paragraph 9.4 as monitoring is undertaken on a monthly basis.  

Amend paragraph 9.7 to read: 

“Monitoring will be flexible and proactive to take into account changing trends and directives to enable evidenced based actions to be taken. The Council has regard to appeal statements to give an indication of the effectiveness of policies. These approaches will evolve and develop to ensure that Development Plan Policies are achieved and will feed into the annual monitoring report.”  5415

GLOSSARY 

Objections 5341, 7171, 7285 (5 No)

Withdrawn 5524, 5525 (1 No)
Supports (0 No) 


Summary of Objections

1. Definition of previously developed land.  Link to Objection 5340. 5341
2. Page 142 City Centre Shopping Area now be referred to as Primary Retail Area and should be amended. 7171
3. Glossary - Should refer to ‘County Wildlife Sites’ not ‘Wildlife Sites’. 7285
Summary of Withdrawn

Definition of SSSI is confusing in its reference to operations outside planning control. Suggest a definition that highlights the responsibilities of LA's. 5524
Special Areas of Conservation. Glossary could usefully identify that UK Government Policy is to treat candidate Special Areas of Conservation as if they already had Special Area of Conservation status. 5525
Reasoning and Comment

PPS3 excludes land that is or has been occupied by agricultural or forestry buildings from the definition of previously developed land therefore no amendment is required to the glossary definition. (5341)

Additional text added setting out the responsibility of the Local Authority under the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000. (5524w)
All sites in Carlisle District previously identified as Candidate SACs now have full SAC status, objection withdrawn on this basis. (5525w)

Agree to amend glossary to refer to County Wildlife sites not wildlife sites 7285.

Agree that City Centre shopping area should be amended to read Primary Retail Area to include the primary retail areas of Brampton and Longtown. Primary retail areas currently defined on the proposals map outside the City centre and centres of Longtown and Brampton, are to be amended to be designated as Large stores and retail warehouses under policy EC5 (designation as primary retail area for these sites was a typographical error on the map legend). (7171)
Recommendation

No change in respect of this objection (5341)

Additional text to read: 

Local authorities have a responsibility under the Countryside and Rights of Way (CroW) Act 2000 to take reasonable steps to further the conservation and enhancement of the features for which a SSSI has been notified. (5524w)



Amend glossary to read: County Wildlife Sites (7285)



Amend glossary to read:

Primary Retail Area

Primary Retail Areas contain all the important shopping streets and areas within the City Centre and the key service centres of Longtown and Brampton. All major stores are included together with the streets with continuous shopping frontages and sites where shopping development is acceptable in principle. (7171)
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